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We do aſſert, That 


—_— 


every Church 1 bound to obſerve the Inſtitutions of Chriſt, 
and that ſort of Government which the Apoſtles did Ordain, conſiſting of 
Biſhops, Prieſts and People, Barrow's Unity of the Church, p. 301. 


The late Cardinal Barberini ſaid, HE COULD BE CONTENTED: 
THERE WERE NO PRIESTS IN ENGLAND, SO THERE 
| WERE NO BISHOPS. Pref. ro Dr. Stillingfleet's Unreaſonableneſs 


| of Separation, pag. 9. 
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10 THE 


READER. 


$80 9 does acknowledge, chis 
2 Oſtſcript, though very large, 
is no full d pee An | 
{wer ; he having defign'd not to en- 
ter on the particular and cloſe Ex- 
amination of. the Papers Written againit- 
him. Now though I must confe ſs this his 
Acknowledgment 1s very Tut and True; 
yet I thought it convenient to obſerve the ſe- 
3 things | ſometimes particular Argu- 
ments, ſometimes whole Sections in my 
Anſwer | which he has quite over-look d, 
and given no Reply to in his Poſtſcript. 
And accordingly, . I have done this in the 
Firſt, Fifth, Seventh, Eighth and 
Ninth Chapters of the following Treatiſe. 
1 hope 


Io the Reader. 

I hope Mr. B—, if be ſhall think fit to 

Py, will enter on the particular 
and cloſe Examination of em. 


As to the. few Exceptions Mr. B 

has made, I aſſure You, I have particularly 

| W Examin d em *, and given a diſtinct An- 

* {wer to each of em; which I humbly ſubmit 
to your Opinion and fudgment. 


— — . — — 
— — A — — — —— 2 — * 


RY 2 8 , _ — 3 
— — 


'z — 


The Introduction. 


T is very evident to every Perſon, that is pleas'd to read 
over Mr. B---'s Pgftſcript to his Sermon and Appendix, 
that he principally levels againſt one of his Anſwerers, 
Mr. Dr---, and ſpends the greateſt part of his Book upon 
him; ſome few Pages only he thinks fit to beſtow upon me. 

Mr. B- beſt knows what Reaſon mov'd him to make ſuch a 

Difference. I ſhould have thought my ſelf very much obliged 

to him, had he given me as particular an Anſwer as I gave him, 

or even quitted himſelf from thoſe things I charg'd him with in 
my Preface, I do not remember any one Argument I omitted, 
or paſs'd over without a particular Conſideration, [nor does 
Mr. B 3 7 me with any Omiſſion of this kind] I might 
therefore reaſonably have expected, that in a Poſtſcript conſiſting 
of 118 Pages, he would have dealt after the ſame manner with 
me. | 


© Poſt{cript to enter on the particular and cloſe Examination of 
* thoſe Anſwers. I ©] at preſent content my ſelf with a 
©few brief Remarks; and o ſo the rather, becauſe I am told, 
© there are other Anſwers to that Sermon expected; and tis but 
* reaſonable that I ſhould . attend to [ Another Man would. 
© bave ſaid, wait for] all that will be ſaid for my Conviction of 

© thoſe Errors which my Anſwerers are pleaſed to charge me 
with; and 'tis not improbable, that ſome Abler Pen will pro- 
© duce what may much more deſerve to be Examin'd,-than any 
thing I have met with in thoſe two Diſcoutſes. And a- 


But he tells us in a way of Excuſe, * © I deſign not in this * Petſcr. p. 1. 


gain he tells us *, © he reſerves the Conſideration of the reſt to* Pag. 75. 


a fuller Anſwer. Now may not the 10 Gentlemen (for ſo 


Mr. B--- calls his Anſwerers ) /»gge## this as a Reaſon why they Pag. I, 73. 


think his Anſwer very defective and unſatisfactory, the very Com- 
plaint he makes againſt them? Mr. B attends to what [ome Abler 
Pen will produce, which may much more deſerve to be examin'd, than any 
thing be has met in theſe two Diſcourſes ; and yet acknowledges that 
Mr. Dr— and Mr. Fr— have done him the Honour to write again#t his 


B | Sermon *. ©, 


Pag. 100. 


Pag. 64, 
Pag. 73. 
Pag. 76. 
Pag. 77. 
Pag. 85. 


The Introduction. | 

Sermen *, If this Expreſſion be candid and ſincere, if Mr. x 
really thinks we have done him an Honour in Writing againſt him, 
(to increaſe the Obligation on us, arifing from his great Humi- 
lity and Condeſcenſion in this Acknowledgement) he might, 
methinks, have ſpar'd his many inj urious Reflections on both his An- 
ſwerers, but efpecially Mr. Dr---. He might not in fo Solemn a 
manner as he does *, have reproach'd us with Ignorance of, or 
Unacquaintedneſs with all the Authors he himſelf has read and 
© knows *, the Fuells, (for the knowing Mr. B ſpeaks in the 
© Plural Number) the Willets, the Whitakers, the Reinolds, the 
© Uſhers, the Maſons, and other Learned Defenders of the Prote- 
* ſtant Cauſe againft the Papiſts; the Dailles, the Blondells, the 
© Bocharts, the Capellus's, the Placew's, the Amyralds, the Le Blancs, 
* the Clauds, the L Aroques, the Furiew's, and other Glorious 
© Lights of the Reformation. Where fhall we get an Abler Pen for 
this Man of va#t Reading? But inftead of waiting for the 
Conſideration of vbe reſt of my Arguments, which Mr. B reſerves 
to à fuller Anſwer, I ſhall proceed to examine what is contained 
in this imperfe& Anfwer of his large Pofſcripr. In doing this, 1 
ſhall ſtill obſerve the Method of my 4n/wer, and in each part of 
it ſhew what Mr. B--- bas been pleas'd to give no Reply to, and 
what he has excepted againſt. I know he has in his Poſtſcript 
caſt ſome Reflections upon me (as that I don't read carefully 
what I pretend to anſwer *®, That I offer what ſignifies nothing to the 
Argument That F make precarious and improbable Suppaſit ions for 
certain Matters of Fact F make the Expreſſions of the Inſpired 
Writer to be a mere Tautology . That 5 "have read Irenzus, I over- 
look many Paſſages in him *, &c. But let the Impartial Reader 
judge, whether theſe Reflection are well grounded, from what 
F ſhall hereafter offer in my Defence. In the mean time let me 
Mr. B-— in mind of an Expreſſion us'd by the Honourable 


4 put þ 
* Againſt Mr. Boyle v. © Chew'd Bullets are not more againſt the Law of 


Bentley, p. 
12: 


Arms, than ſuch ways of Speech are againſt the Rules of 
good Writings. | 


AN 


AN 


EXAMINATION _ 
1 a 
Mr. 7. 5—8 Poſtſcript. 


6 
— 


| OUAS RE: 
herein are contained the SEVERAL ACCUSATIONS againſt 


Mr.B—, in the Preface of my Anſwer ; to which he has 
made no Reply. | 7 


1. T SAID *, that J. B—, in proving his Opinion hath A D- A4nſv. p. 2, 
DED SOME WORDS TO SCRIPTURE, upon 
© which paring of his Argument does entirely de- 
l oy pend ; any a 2 at large *. — * . — * Anſw. p. 13. 
that Mr. B-— in his whole Poſfſcript ſays any thi wW 
Defence. Methinks, TO ADD TO THE SRI TURE As a 
Crime ſo heinous, that a Man ſhould be moſt unwilling to lie 
under the Imputation of it; and rather ſhould endeavour by all 
poflible means to purge and acquit himſelf ; at leaſt, it might be 
expected, he ſhould retract, and fairly own his Fault. Till 
Mr. B— does one of theſe two things, I cannot with-draw my 
Accuſation. It is ſtrange he ſhould be ſo forgetful, when in his 
Poſt[cript entring upon the Diſcuſſion of that Queſtion, whether 
the Elders called to Miletus from Epheſus, were Biſhops of Aſin, 
and reſolving to conſider what Mr. Dr— and Mr. Fr— had of- 
fer d thereupon, he is pleas d to uſe theſe Words *. And be- Te. p.. 
* cauſe Mr. Fr—s Anſwer has on this Head all in it that Mr. Dr— | 
has offer d, and ſomething more, I ſhall conſider what he has 
offer d, to take off the Force of my Argument. Now the very | | 
ſecond thing I offer'd * was, that J. B. has plainly added to the * See 4nſwer, 
B 2 | © Text 's. „ 


An Examination of 
Text thoſe Words [ of Epheſus] upon which the preſent Diſpute 
© does principally, if not altogether, depend. And yet Mr. B—, 
who profeſſes to conſider what I had offer'd, does not take any no- 
tice of this. I now again take occaſion of putting him in mind 
of this his Omiſſion and Forgetfulneſs, and deſire he would be 
pleas'd to remember it the next time. | 

2. I ſaid, © that J. E. hath ALTER'D- THE TRANSLATI- 
© ON OF THE SCRIPTURE in Oppoſition to all Interpreters, 
© and to the Senſe of the Phraſe, wherever it occurs in Scrip- 
© ture. This I prov'd at large *. But Mr. B— has altogether 
over-look'd this, Accuſatien, and ſays not one Word in Defence of 
himſelf n be whole Poſtſcript. I take it then for granted, that 
Mr. B-- acknowledges the Truth of this Accuſation, and will 
allow © I-ſhould not prefer his Fancy before the conſtant uſe 
© of thoſe Expreflions in the Sacred Writers, as he himſelf 
* ſpeaks. - Poſtſcr. p. 77. 3 : 

3. I ſaid, that J. B. builds his Opinion upon the Teſtimony | 
© of ſeveral Authors, and yet never refers to the particular Pages 
of them. See Examples of this in his Sermon, p. 409, 411, 419, 
438, 439, 441. But Mr. B— has altogether over-look'd this 
Accuſation. I might have expected, that in the Second Edi- 
tion of his Sermon, Revis'd by himſelf, he would have added the 
References ; but he has not done it : Nay, he is fallen into the 
ſame Fault in his Poſtſcript, p. 83, 84, 86, 94, 95, 150. 

4. I ſaid, that J. B. inſiſts much upon the Authority of 
© Dr. Whitby ; and quotes him, when he ſeems to favour his O- 
pinion ;- but quite over-looks him, when he is againſt ic. This 
I proved, Anſw. 23, 32. But Mr. B— in his Feſtſcript, ſays not 
one Word in Defence of himſelf. Nay, he is again guilty of the 
ſame Fault (as I ſhall ſhew hereafter) with reſpect to Chamier 
and Dr. Barrow (whoſe Teſtimonies he inſiſts upon.) Pofſcr. p. 
87, 107. | 


CHAP. II. 


herein are contained the ſeveral Exceptions Mr. B— makes 
againſt my Preface. 


1. Said, © that J. B. as many times before Occaſionally; ſo 
1 © now in a Set Diſcourſe firſt Preach'd, and afterwards 
*-Publiſh'd, has oppoſed the Conſtitution of the Church, as by 


* 


„„ Dae 

Mr. J. B---'s Poſtſcript. 5 
© Law Eftabliſh'd, Now Mr. B--- excepts againſt this Accuſa- 
tion * in theſe Words, which J ſhall recite at large. And had Poſer. p. g. 
my Anſwerers been as converſant in the Writings of the Excel- 
© lent Divines of the Eftabliſh'd: Church, as might have been 
© expected from Perſons ſo forward to Engage in this -Contro- 
© yerly ; I believe they would have forborn to charge me ſa 
© raſhly with Aſaulting their Church, and the Order of their Biſhops, 
© with flying in the Face of my Superiors and the Laws (as Mr. Dr.- 
© ſpeaks) and with oppoſing the Conſtitution of the Eſtabliſh'd Church (as 
Mr. F---- expreſſes it.) And all this for maintaining a Doctrine 
* wherein I have the entire Conſent and Concurrence of ſome 
* of the Brighteſt Lights that ever ſhone in the Orb of the Eng- 
* liſh Church, and who themſelves have ſubmitted to Dioceſan E- 
* piſcopacy : I might with more Reaſon charge thoſe Gentlemen 
with flying in the Face of thoſe Eminent: Reformers. I deſire 
Mr. E— will excuſe me, if I defer the particular Examination 
of all the Authors he has cited; I dare affirm, that all agree | 
with me in the Opinion I deliver'd concerning a Biſhop *. © That * auß p. 4. 
© he is a Presbyter, having many Presbyters under him, and ex- 

erciſing over the Presbyters, and the People committed to 
* their Care, Acts of Spiritual Power and Authority (ſuch as 
Ordination, Confirmation and Excommunication) which 
mere Presbyters cannot Exerciſe without him. That theſe 
Writers are of my Opinion concerning Biſhops, His Majeſty; 
King CHARLES I. ſays , © His Majeſty preſumeth you could * Srcnd Paper 
not be ignorant that all, or moſt of the Teſtimonies you recite e ert 
* of the Ancient Fathers, Writers of middle Ages, Schoolmen ?” : rb / = 
* and Canoniſts, and the Book Publiſh'd under King Henry VIII. Kc. par. - 2 
© do but either import the promiſcuous and indifferent. Uſe of "FE 
© the Names of Biſhops and Presbyters, whereof Advantage 
© ought not to be made to take away the difference of the 
things, or elſe they relate to a School Point (which in reſpect 
© of the thing it ſelf, is but a. very. Nicety) diſputed Pro and Con 
by curious Queſtioniſts, Urrum Epiſcopatus ſit ordo, wel grads ; 
© both Sides in the mean time acknowledging: the Right of 
Church- Government to be in the Biſhops alone, and not in 
the Presbyters : As alſo, that there may be produced either 
1 N Writers, or from others of as good Authority or 
Credit, Teſtimonies both for Number and Clearneſs, far be- 


* yond thoſe by you mention'd to aſſert the three different De- 
grees or Orders (call 'em whether you will) of Eccleſiaſtical 
Functions (viz. the Biſhop, the Presbyter, and Deacon.) 7 25 
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* An Examination x ö 
* Inrrodu#. to His Majeſty. And Mr. B— might have obſerv'd that I uſed * 
Aa. theſe Words, Order, Dignity, Degree, Office, indifferently, ha- 
ving reſolved to lay aſide all the Words, the wſe of 2hich bath not 
render d the Writings of ſome Men upon this Subject, intricate and 
perplexed ; but alſo given occaſion of Ca vil to our Adverſaries. This, I 
find, is the Caſe of Mr. B. in his Poſtſcript; for upon this Point, 
which His Majeſty calls a very Nicety, diſputed Pro and Con by cu- 
rious Queftioniſts, he ſpends p. 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, Fo, SI, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56.— Whether my Accuſation againſt Mr. F—, that he 
has as many times before occaſionally, ſo now lately in a ſet Diſcourſe, firſt 
Preach'd, and afterwards Publifh*d, oppoſed the Conftitution of the Eſta- 
* bliff'4 Church, let the Reader judge from the Collection T have late- 
: ly made and Publiſh'd out of his Writings. - | 
2. I ſaid, © That J. B. has tranſcrib'd from Smetymmys, 
© without the leaſt Acknowledgment (in a manner Word for 
Word) two Pages of his Sermon, which contain an Abſtract 
© of the Travels of Timothy and Tirm. In Anſwer to this, 
* Poſſe.p.58. Mr. B— ſays *, © I never in my Life faw Sme#ymmys. (It's a 
Wonder Mr. B—, who read the Fells, &c. did not ſee Sme- 
__ &ymemws, a Book written by a Club of Diſſenting Miniſters, and 
* Poſiſe.p.129. © generally known and quoted.) And again *, In Truth I 
© never ſaw Smectymmus at all; and took that Abſtract, not from 
Smechmmus, but from Mr. Corbet's Remains, in hu Treatiſe con- 
© cerning Epiſcopacy. But be it fo. If Mr. B— Tranſcrib'd from 
Mr. Corbet, as it feems, Mr. Corbet did from Smeftymnws ; the 
both ſhould have own'd at firft from whence they borrow” 

But after all, Mr. B— is not acquitted, For putting the Name of 
Corbet inſtead of Smectymnun, My Charge ftands good againſt 

- Mr. B—. . | 
10 3. I ſaid, © That J. B. poſitively affirms Titus was ſent for by 
© St. Paul to Nicopolzs the next Year after he was left in Crete; 
and likewiſe affirms, that all agree he ſtaid but one Year there. 
Io this Mr. B— replies, I can ſee no Probability at all of 7:- 
tus having been ever Six Years in Crete. Mr. P— is pleaſed to 
differ in Opinion from Smefymnys, an Author receiv'd and ap- 
prov'd by the whole Body of Diſſenters: But he never ſaw Sme- 
aymnws in hx Life; in Truth he never ſaw him. We will take his 
Word this time. But he is pleagd to differ from Mr. Sorbet, the 
- Man upon whoſe Judgment and Authoriry he depended, and 
| from whom he confeſſes he took the Abſtract. But why does he 
Paſtſc p.129. differ from Mr. Corbet ? He tells us why. I took that Ab- 
| * ſtrat, not from Sme#ymmms, but from Mr. Corbet in his Treatiſe 


© concerning 


Mr. J. AL Poſtſcript. 


© concerning Epiſcopacy ; for I can ſee no Probability at all of Titw 


© having been ever ſix Years in Crete, If there be any Rea- 
ſoning intended by Mr. B— in the Words quoted (and ſure 

Mr. B— does not ſay any thing without aan; it would 
ſeem to me to ſtand thus. I ſee no Probability that Titas was 
© fix Years in Crete, therefore I took that Abſtract from Mr. Cor- 
© bet. I appeal to the Reader, whether Mr. B— muſt not here 
for his own. ſake beſpeak Mr. Fr---'s further Exerciſe of Patience, as 
he expreſſes himſelf *. 


——— — — ———— w— — — — 
- % 
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© Poſtſe. pag. 


But why does not Mr. B--- acknowledge his Miſtake in that s. 


Expreſſion ſo very confident in his Sermon? All agree that he 
de. Tita] ſtaid but one Year there. Smeiymmvs, a Book, 
Mr. E- ſays, he in Truth never ſaw ; Corbet, a Book, Mr. B 
ſays, he ſaw and took this Abſtract out of, affirm Titus ftaid 


there fix Years. Nay, many Authors which I mention'd * out + 


of Biſhop Downham, do. afhrm that Titus died there. Such a 
confident Affirmation, notwithſtanding the Teſtimonies of ſo 
many Authors to the contrary, Mr. B-— would have call'd Ig 
rance Or groſs Prevarication in another Man. 


CHAP. HI. 
Wherein are contained Mr. B— $ Exceptions againſt the Firſt 
52 Section of wy Anſwer | 


P this Seftion the Dneſtion in diſpute between US and the DISSEN- 
TERS concerning Epiſcopacy, m ſtated ; and our Opinion concerning 
it, 4 deliver d in Eight Poſitions. Now Mr. B-—'s Exceptions 
in his Poſtſcript (which I think have any Reference to this Secti- 
on) are levelt'd either againft the whole Section, or only ſome 
parts of it. I ſhall conſider both. 

Firſt then, Mr. B—-, after his uſual way, ſpeaking contemp- 
tibly of thoſe two Gentlemen that have undertaken to anſwer 


the Sermon, fays *, © I think they qr us x before they had 


| 3 
rote on this Subject, have form'd to themſelves ſome uniform 


and conſiſtent Scheme of Principles; whereas their Anſwers 


| dare formed upon two ſeveral Hypotheſes that are perfectly op- 
poſite and inconſiſtent; and yet they one while make uſe of 
the one, and: then of the other, to avoid the Force of the few 
| Scriptural Arguments L have: uſed, juſt as they think will beſt 


ſerve. 


Anſw. p.24. 


Poſſſc. p. 72. 


8 An Examination of | | 
© ſerve their main Cauſe : And this I take to be unfair and dil. 
* P:fſe.p. 73. © ingenious. And then * Mr. B--- proceeds to lay down two 
ſeveral ways, that the Aſſerters of the Divine Right of Epiſco- 
pacy have taken to defend it. The one is, that of Dr. Ham- 
mond, who aſſerts all the Elders and Biſhops mention'd in the 
© Holy Scripture, to be of that Order that we now call Dioce- 
© ſan Biſhops, and inveſted with all the Power that is now 
claimed by ſuch. The other is that more commonly inſiſted 
© on, that Dioceſan Biſhops are the Succeſſors, either of the A- 
poſtles, or of ſuch as Timothy and Titus, in the Power that they 
© are ſuppos'd to have claim'd over theſe Scriptural Elders and 
© Biſhops. And ſo Mr. B pretends to ſhew many Inconſiſten- 
ces which his Anſwerers are guilty of. Poft/c. p. 73, 74. I ſhall 
make ſome Remarks upon this Paſſage ; and tet the Reader 
judge, whether Mr. B— has any Advantage over one of thoſe 
1vo Gentlemen (for I ſhall not concern my ſelf with Mr. Dr—'s 
Diſcourſe) that has undertaken to Anſwer the Sermon. 
Firſt Remark. I find Mr. B— contradicting in this Paſſage 
what he has ſaid in other Places of his Poſtſcripr. Here he ſays, 
that Mr. Dr—'s and Mr. Fr—'s * Anſwers are formed upon two 
| ©Hyporheſes that are perfe&ty oppoſite and inconſiſtent. But 
. He. p. 79. We find him afterwards * ſpeaking thus. Both my Anſwerers 
(but eſpecially Mr. Dr—) ſeem to inſiſt on this Hypotheſis [i. e. 
that the Apoſtles themſelves muſt have Succeſſors in their A- 
**poſtolical Office, or at leaſt that the Evangeliſts muſt. have 
© ſuch Succeſſors ; and that the Dioceſan Biſhops are Succeſſors 
© either of the one or the other.] Now how will Mr. B— re- 
concile himſelf to himſelf here? I think he 4 perfectly oppoſite 
_ - - and inconſiſtent with himſelf. T deſire he would let me know how 
_— Mr. Dr—'s and Mr. Fr—'s Anſwers can be formed upon two ſeveral 
Hypotheſes, perfectly oppoſite and inconſiſtent ; and they in the mean 
time. inſiſt upon one. Hypotheſis. If Mr. B can reconcile ſuch Con- 
tradictions, I confeſs his Pen is abler than mine. | 
Second Remark is, That Mr. B— ſays *, © I one while make uſe 
© of one Hypotheſis, and then of another, to avoid the Force of 
© the few plain Scriptural Arguments he has uſed, juſt as I think 
© will beſt ferve my main Cauſe; which he takes to be unfair 
© and diſingenious. And ſo lays down two Hypotheſes, one of 
which he would confine me unto. In Anſwer to this J muſt tell 
Mr. B—, that in Writing my Method always is,' and ſhall be, 
to embrace what I can diſcover to be Truth, and not implicite- 
ly to follow any Mans Hypotheſis. The only difference be- 
97431] : tween 


* 


| Mr. J. B- Poſtſcript. 9 

tween the two Hypotheſes here produced by Mr. B—, is whether 

there were Presbyters in the Apoſtolick Age, or no. If we ſup- 

poſe there were Presbyters, 1 I think there were] the Diffe- 

rence vaniſnes; and the Reſult will be, that during the Lives 

of the Apoſtles there was a Subordination of Presbyters to Bi- 

ſhops, and of Biſhops to the Apoſtles : But when the Apoſtles 

dy'd, the Biſhops continued to exerciſe their Authoriry over 

the Presbyters, without any Subordination to others above em. 

This J may ſay, and not be unfair and diſingeniout. of 
Mr. B—s Second Exception, which may be reduced to this 

Section, wherein I ſtate the Queſtion between the Diſſenters and 

Us, is in theſe Words. My Anſwerers have in my Opini-* r9/. p. 43, 

© on quite changed the Subject of Debate about Scriptural Bi- 

© (bops, into a new one about Scriptural Apoſtles. [And again.] 

© That new Controverſy which they have raiſed. I could wiſh 

Mr. B— had deliver'd himſelf in a more clear and intelligible 

manner; and ſhew'd what he means by Scriptural Apoſtles and 

Scriptural Biſhops. I always took the Subject of Debate between the 

' - Diſſenters and Us to be, whether we can conclude from Scripture 

and Ancient Authors, that there were appointed by the Apo- 

ſtles, or that there were from the Times of the Apoſtles ſuch 

perſons as we call Biſhops ; i. e. Such as I have deſcrib'd them to 

be *; Presbyters or Miniſters, having many Presbyters or Miniſters un-* Anſw.-p., 

der them; and exertiſing over theſe Presbyters or Miniſters, and the Ped- 

ple committed to their Care, Atts of Spiritual Power and Authority (ſuch 

as Ordination, Confirmation and Excommunication) which mere Presby= 

ters or Miniſters cannot exerciſe alone, and by themſelves, without them, 

This I take to be the Subject of Debate between the Diſlenters 

and us, tho Mr. B— is pleas'd to call it à new Controverſy which 

we have raiſed, Thus alſo His Majeſty King CHARLES I. ſtates + cmd 

it f: Epiſopal Government being nothing elſe, but the Go-,,; 110+ 
* vernment of the Churches within a certain Precin& (com- he Minifters 

* monly called a Dioceſs) committed to one ſingle Perſon, attending '#t 

with ſufficient Authority over the Presbyters and People of Newport. 

* thoſe Churches for that end. Juſt before, His Majeſty ex- 

plains wherein this /ufficicnt Authority over the Presbyters and People 

conſiſts in theſe Words: The Biſhops challenge no more, or 

* other Power to belong unto them in reſpect of their Epiſcopal 

Offices, as it is diſtinct from that of Presbyters, than what 

properly falleth under one of theſe three, Ordaining, giving 

Rules, and Cenſures. Thus His Majeſty. And the Miniſters 
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themſelves attending, ſpeak to this ſame Purpole : The Biſhop n Nager 
bY 5 * Cf frft Paper. 
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of theſe times (i. e. in the firſt Ages of the Church) was one pre- 
© ſiding in, and joyning with the Presbytery of his Church ; 
© Ruling with them, and not without them. Now let the Rea- 
der judge, whether I have (as Mr. B— alledges) changed the 
Subject of the Debate between the Diſſenters and Us, concerning E- 
piſcopacy : and whether I have raiſed a new Controverſy. Nay, 
ſo far am I from changing the Subject of Debate, that if the Rea- 
der will be pleasd to compare Se#ion I. and II. of my Anſwer, 
wherein my Opinion and Mr. B—'s concerning Epiſcopacy are 


 deliver'd ; he will find, that we both make the matter of the 
| Controverſy to be the ſame with that which is deliver'd in the 


* Poſtſe. P. 73. 


hy Paſtſcr. p.82. 


. p. 82. 
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0 a 


thus defign'd, 


Papers that paſſed between His Majeſty and the Miniſters at- 
tending on him. So that I take this Exception of Mr. B— a- 
gainſt the State of the Controverſy to be (to uſe his own 
Words) unfair and diſingenuows. Nay, further, I may hence 
conclude, that I have a very juſt Exception againſt thoſe Words 
of Mr. B-- * Mr. Dr— alone has advanced any thing like a 
© Scheme of Principles, in order to ſet the Controverſy in a 
© true Light, and bring it to ſome Iſſue. 

I am very glad to find that Mr. B— is pleaſedto think either of 
his An/werers have done what he here does appropriate to Mr. Dr —. 
God forbid I ſhould ever be guilty of any Action or Expreſſion, 
which may tend to leſſen the Commendation due to any Man. 
Nay, Iam glad to find that Mr. B— has given one (for I find 
in his whole Poſtſcript no other) Inſtance of Civility and Re- 
{pe& to Mr. Dr— : But ſtill I muſt obſerve from the Papers of 
His Majeſty and the Miniſters attending on Him, juſt now 
mention'd, that I have ſe: (notwithſtanding Mr. B—'s Aſſer- 
tion to the contrary) the Controverſy in a true Light, fo as to bring 
it to ſome Iſue. And I defire Mr. B— would do to me, what 
he does at leaſt pretend to do to Mr. Dr—, in theſe Words *. 
I muſt freely tell him, that I find the Poſitions on which he 
: builds this Superſtructure of the Divine Right of Epiſcopacy 
© to be full of palpable Miſtakes, or precarious an unprov'd 
* Aﬀertions. Let Mr. B. point out any one of the Eight Poſi- 
tions I laid down *, which does not tend to ſet this Controverſy in 
a irue Light ; and Pl ſhew him the contrary : Or let him pro- 
duce any one Poſition in Section 2 *, wherein I have miſrepre- 
ſented his 8 Theſe two Sedlions were written with a 
deſign to ſet this Controverſy in a true Light ; and I deſire Mr. B--- | 
would ſhew me, wherein I have fail'd of performing what I 
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Mr. B— hath offer'd ſomething * concerning Ordination Pc. p.81, 
4 Confirmation, which may ſeem to be Exceptions againſt 9!» 93, 109. 
the Poſitions I laid down *, in order to ſer the Controverſy in a * Anſw.See.x, 
true Light; but if it be duly conſider d, it will be found otherwiſe. 
Mr. B— there ſpeaks only * thoſe that ſo appropriate theſe 
Ach of Power to Dioceſan Biſhops, as to declare that Presbyters 
have receiv'd no Power to perform *em : For his Words are, © If 
© they do appropriate theſe Acts to Dioceſan Biſhops, and de- 
© clare (as Mr. Dr-— does) that Presbyters have receiv'd no 
© Power to perform them. 4s Mr. Dr--- dees, Mr. Fr--- does 
not therefore appropriate theſe Acts; and this indeed is evident, 
for I * do allow, that in Ordination of Miniſters, and other Au. Seck. 
Acts of Power and Authority Eccleſiaſtical, the Presbyters of #9 8. 
ſingle Congregations may, or ought to concur and be concern'd. 
Nay, Mr. B--- does expreſly own this to be my Opinion; for 
in arguing againſt Mr. Dr--- , in order to ſhew his Difagree- * Paſſc. p.go. 
ment with me, he produces theſe Words of mine, or rather re- 
fers to em. We allow the Elders to be their Aſhſtants, and as 
ſuch concern'din both Church-Government and Ordiration. | 
And here I muit take leave to recite ſome Words of Mr. B *. Pole. p. 8r, 
© T would therefore adviſe theſe Gentlemen to digeſt their No- 
* tions of theſe . more maturely: For if they do not appre- 
* priate theſe Acts of Ordination, Cenſuring, &c. to Dioceſan 
© Biſhops, they muſt no longer pretend them to be a diſtinct and 
_ © Superior Order, which yet is the main Aſſertion they under- 
take to prove and defend. It is very ſtrange that Mr. B--- will 
undertake to word my Thoughts for me, and bring me in as u- 
ſing Terms and Expreſſions which I * induſtrioufly avoided ro Anſi trol. 
take away all occaſion of Cavil. Without Mr. B—'s Advice I did digeſt 
my Notions of theſe things very maturely, and found it the moſt pru- 
dent way to uſe the Words Order, Office, Dignity, Degree, indiffe- 
rently ; or rather laying em aſide, to deliver my Opinion of a 
Biſhop in plain eaſie Terms, as I did *. The Reader may here 4:ſw.p.2.5- 
obſerve, and is here deſired to take Notice, that tho I do not 
appropriate Ads of Ordination, Cenſuring, &c. to Dioceſan Bi- 
ſhops, but allow the Presbyters to be their Afliſtants, and as 
ſuch concern'd in theſe Acts; yet I am entirely againſt all Pa- 
rity and Equality of Miniſters in Power, which the Presbyteri- 
ans (and particularly Mr. B—) do affirm. 
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| FWherein Mr. B—'s Exceptions are contained, which he offers 
againſt the Arguments I laid down (in the 3d Section of my 
Anſwer) to prove and eſtabliſh our Opinion. 


1 Shall here propoſe my Arguments in the ſame Order which I 
obſerv'd in my Anſwer; and ſo paſling over the Caſes of 
St. James, and Timothy and Titus, becauſe I ſhall conſider them 
hereafter. I come tothe 
Second Argument I laid down, drawn from the Angels mentioned 
y F by St. Fobn, Rev. Ch, II. and III. And here, 
| ** ee Pag, ff. Mr. B— is pleaſed to ſay *, that this Argument is bare- 
Rp * ly propos'd by me; whereas if the Reader be pleas d to conſi- 
der the place, he will find I prove theſe Angels to be Biſhops 
from the Direction of St. Joh», who conſtantly repreſents them 
to be /ingle Perſons; and from the Commendation or Cenſure he 
- paſſes upon them, according as they. behaved . themſelves in 
their reſpective Charges; and then conclude, that this is 4 good 
— þ Argument for our Opinion, unleſs J. B. will ſhew, that a 
Presbjtery may be called an Angel; nay, ſo called in Scripture. Nay, 
I do not find that Mr. B takes notice of any other Arguments 
different from what I -offer'd, in Mr. Dr; ſo little reaſon has 
Mr. B--- to ſay, © The ſame Argument is barely propos'd by 
Mr. Fr---, But to proceed: We will. conſider what 
Mr, B--- has offer'd againſt theſe ſeveral Arguments, to prove, 
that the Word Angel is to be taken collectively, and not for a ſin- 
gle Perſon, as we do affirm, And here he offers two Argu- 
ments. 
1 1, © In this very Book (he ſaith} the Word Angel is to be 
| . taken collective) *, for the whole Body of thoſe Faithful Pa- 
PETR * ſtors, that adhere to the Purity of the Chriſtian Religion, in 
* oppoſition to Pagano-papal Idolatry. This Mr. B--- affirms with- 
out any Proof, whereas Marlorat (who has with great Fidelity 
collected the Interpretations of the Reformed Divines upon the 
*indoc. New Teſtament) tells us *, that St. Jobn in that place ſpeaks of 
particular Perſons, whom God did ſucceflively raiſe. up in his 
8 Church, as the Exigencies of it requir'd. Angelus iſte quemlibet 
' *Ca.Ch.i.v.1- fdum Evangelij præconem ſignificat, &c. This ſame Marlorat * ex- 
plains thoſe Words, Unto the Angel of the Church of Epheſus, ou 
8 i 
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Non Populum aggreditur, ſed Clerum, nec quemlibet de Clero nominatim 
compellat , ſed principem Cleri, utiq; e And afterwards a- 
gain, ſpeaking of the Angel of the Church of Smyrna, he tells 4 
us * : Hujus Eccleſiæ beatus Polycarpus Epiſcopus fuiſſe creditur. Verſe 8. 
A 2d Argument whereby Mr. B--- would prove that Angel muſt 
be here taken colle#ively, and not perſonally, is drawn from Pſal. 
XXXIV. 7. The Angel of the Lord encampeth round about them that 
fear him, and delivereth them, Mr. B--- cannot be ignorant that , 2 
many Criticks * take Angel of the Lord in this Pſalm, perſonally for, 2 | 
one Angel, or for Michael the Arch- Angel, or for the Sou of God. — ̃ 
Nay, ſuppoſing that Angel of the Lord in this Pſalm ſhould ſignify 
collefively, I ſee no reaſon Mr. B- ſhould therefore conclude it 
ſignifies ſo in the Revelations ; unleſs he could prove that the 2 
Text, or Context, did juſtify ſuch a Signification ; which 1 4 
the Rule that Flaccus Illyricus lays down * for the right Interpre- 2 voc. An. 
tation of the Senſe of this Word. | ER 
Mr. B--- having thus, tho upon very weak and inſufficient 
Grounds, eſtabliſn'd his Opinion, that Angel mult be taken colle- 
#ively in the Paſſages cited out of the Revelations, proceeds to 
deliver the ſeveral ways, which Expoſitors have accordingly: 
followed in explaining it : Some hereby underſtand the whole 
Church it ſelf, including both Paſtars and People: Others a- 
gain, the Paſtors and Teachers that were placed in theſe ſeveral 
Churches. Now Mr. B might have ſav'd himſelf the trouble 
of producing theſe Expoſitions, had he duly confider'd what wa 
underſtand when we call theſe Angels ſingle Perſons : For his 
Information I'll recite Dr. Hammond's Words, as they are found 
in his Annotations . © Now becauſe theſe Angels are ſo conſide- 
* rable parts in the Churches, therefore it is that the Meſſages 
* which are ſent to the whole Congregation of Chriſtian Pro- 
feſſors under them, are hereby addreſſed particularly to the 
Angels, c. 2. 1. and ſo in the reſt ; where, tho the Angels 
were ſimple Perſons, yet what is ſaid to them, is not ſaid only: 
* to their Perſons, but to the Univerſality of the People under 
them, whoſe Non-proficiency, or Remiſſion of Degrees of 
* Chriſtian Virtue, elßecially their falling off from the Con- 


* On Rev. Ch.. 
I. v. 20. 


Iſtancy and Courage of their Profeſſion do deſerve (and are ac- 
* cordingly threatned with) the Removal of that Chriſtian- 
* Knowledge, that Grace, thoſe Priviledges of à Church which 
Thad been allow'd them, c. 2. 5. which is not ſo properly ap- 
pliable as a Puniſhment of the Biſhop, as of the People under 
him. Unleſs then, Mr, E- does prove, that in theſe 9 
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and among their ſeveral Paſtors there was not ſome one Perſon 
who preſided over them, and perform'd the Office of a Biſhop 
(notwithſtanding the Expoſitions he has brought) he has prov'd 
nothing againſt our Opinion, that theſe Churches of Epheſus, 
Smyrna, Cc. were govern'd by Biſhops, who are here princi- 
Pally intended by the Angels of the Churches. | 
I cannot here but obſerve a Miſtake Mr. B--- has run into, in 
ſaying, that St. Auſtin ſeems to approve the Expoſition of Ticonias, 
which he mentions Lis. 3. c. 30. De Doctrind Chriſtiana, It is e- 
vident to every one that reads that Paſſage, that St. Auſtine gives 
a very bad Character of Ticcniu, calling him a Donatiſt, and 
produces this his Expoſition only as a plain Argument of the 
Imperfection of the Seven Rules; whereby Ticonixs pretended to 
explain whatever occurs in Scripture, but does not ſay one 
Word by way of Commendation of it. 
Peſtſer. rag. But 3dly, Mr. B. tells us *, that tho we ſhould underſtand 
4 © the Angel of each Church, of a ſingle Perſon; it will by no 
© means prove him to be a Dioceſan Biſhop. And this Mr. B--- 
proves from Mr. Baſnage, an Authority which (in my Anſwer I 
ſhew'd)was directly contradicted by the Learned Selden.Mr.B--- be- 
ing ſenſible of this,and the great Advantage I have thereby, does 
by way of Confirmation now add the Teſtimonies of Dr. Ligbt- 
foot and Dr. Stillingfleet. And becauſe Mr. B- does lay ſo great 
.a ſtreſs upon the Authority of this Mr. Baſnage, I ſhall particu- 
larly conſider what he ſays, and ſee whether any thing is prov'd, 
or can be prov'd, out of Mr. Baſnage againſt my Opinion con- 
cerning a Biſhop, who (as the Reader may remember) is de- 
ſcrib'd by me to be a Presbyter, that has, or may have, other Presby- 
ters under bim; over whom he exerciſes a Power, which theſe Presbyters 
' themſelves without him cannot exerciſe, + | 
* Poſtſe. p. as. I,, Then, Mr. aſnage tells us, as Mr. B rightly obſerves *,* That 
© the Fews had a Biſhop, or Inſpector, who is called the Angel of 
© the Aſſembly ; who took care that the Service of God was not neg- 
lected: He preſided over the Reading and the Performing all o- 
© ther Ceremonies. But now Dr, Lightfoot (who, according to Mr. 
© P---,concurs with Mr. Baſnage in Judgment upon this matter)gives 
us a fuller Account, and indeed ſuch a one, as very much con- 
firms our Opinion: For Dr. Lightfoot tells us, Vol. II. 133. the 
very Place quoted by Mr. B---, that © this Angel of the Church, 
© or Biſhop of the Congregation, ſometimes Preach'd, if there 
© were not ſome other to difcharge this Office. This publick 
© Miniſter of the Synagogue himſelf Read not the Law publi = 
| V 
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8 ly; but every Sabbath he call'd out Seven of the Synagogue - 


© (on other Days fewer) whom he judg'd fit to Read. He ftood 
© by him that Read, with great Care obſerving that he Read 
* nothing either falſly or improperly ; and calling him, and 
© correcting him if he fail'd in any thing: And hence he is call'd 
1 erigzor@, Or Overſeer. | | 

Now this Account of Dr. Lightfoot concerning the Angel of rhe 
Church, the Biſhop of the Congregation, makes his Office to be of 
great Affinity with that of a Biſhop in my Senſe and Opinion: 
For a Biſhop, tho he himſelf does not Read the Law publickly, i. e. to 


ſpeak in our Modern Way, tho he does not perform in Perſon 


the ſeveral Acts of the Miniſterial Function in the Publick Wor- 


ſhip of.God, yet he provides able Men to do it. As the Angel 
1 


of the Church ſometimes Preach'd, if there were not ſome other to 
charge this Office; ſo I hope it will not be deny'd, but that our 
Biſhops do at leaſt thus much. As the Angel ;f the Church ſtood by 
bim that Read, with great Care obſerving that he Read nothing either 
falſiy or 1 and calling him back, and correcting him if he had 
fail'd in any thing: So do our Biſbops inſpect the Behaviour of Mi- 
niſters and Presbyters in the Diſcharge of their Dn, and cor- 
rect them if they are guilty of any Neglect or Omiſhon. — 


which .alſo does very much confirm what I have here offer d 
concerning the Affinity between the Government of the Jewiſh 


Synagogue, and that of our Church-; Dr. Lightfoot tells us, 
* There were alſo three Deacons, or Almoners, whom they 
* call'd Parnaſim. So that according to Dr. Lightfoor's Account, 
we have from the Jewiſh Synagogue a Pattern or Example of 
the ſeveral Offices of our Church: The Angel of the Church, who 
inſpected the Behaviour of the Perſons chofen out of the Syna- 
gogue to Read the Law publickly, and cenſured their Neg- 
lects, repreſents our Biſhop : The Perſens choſen to Read the Law 


Publickly, and ſubje&t to the Angel of the Synagogue, repre- 


ſent our Precbyters ; and our Deacons are like the Parnaſim, on 
whom was the Care of the Poor. After all which, I think, I may 


15 


with good Reaſon ſubjoyn even Mr. Baſnage's own Words *: Peſſe p.145. 


For this Reaſon St. John in his Revelation cenſures the Angel of 
* Thyatira and the Angel of Smyrna, becauſe thoſe Biſhops had 
* neglected their Duty. The Biſhops of theſe Churches having 
neglected to cenſure and correct the Paſtors, or People under 


them, for their Faults and Miſcarriages ; are here themſelves 


cenſur d, as the Angel of the Aſſembly, according to Mr. Baſnage; 
the publick Miniſter of the Synagogue, or Biſhop f the Congregatien, 
MR | according 
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according to Dr. Lightfoor, ought to have been cenſur'd, in caſe 
neglected to have corrected the Perſon who Read either falſly or 
improperly in the Synagogue. 2. | 
| But further, Mr. Baſnage himſelf. concurs with Dr. Lightfoot in 
HA. of the allowing, that“ There were one or two Perſons ſet over the 
* Book g. Doctors, who regulated the Synagogue in our Saviour's time. 
18 From all which it appears, that if we judge of Church- Government 
from the Fewiſh Synagogues, there were Perſons who acted in 
Subordination to others. | | 
But Mr. E- may ſay out of Mr. Baſnage, That there was no 
differenee put between Biſhops and Prieſts, but that of Preſidency, 
© which was given to Age and Merit; and therefore the Names 
* of Biſhops and Prieſts are ſo often confounded in the Goſpel, 
Das well as among the Fews. All the Doctors that took care of 
' © the Synagogue were of the ſame Order, and held the ſame 
Rank. For the truth of this Aſſercion Mr. Baſnage- produces 
id. Baſuage the Teſtimony of Vitringa . It will therefore be proper to ſet 
Au lie. down Vitringa's Opinion concerning this Matter, as I find it in 
ſeveral parts of his Writings. I muſt confeſs, that Vitringa ſeems 
to me to write very doubtfully, and not with that Conſiſtency 
which might be expected. Sometimes he allows Mr. Dodell 
(for in this place he mentions him, and his Diſſert. Cyp.) that Bi- 
ſhops are a diſtinct Order from the Presbyters.; ſometimes he denies 
it: But ſtillVitringa confirms my Opinion, and poſitively affirms, 
there were ſuch Perſons as J have all along deſcribed Biſhops to 
be. (As to the Words Order, Office, & c. I muſt deſire the 
Reader again to obſerve, that Luſe em indifferently, and with- 
out any Diſtinction.) For the Satisfaction of my Reader, and 
particularly Mr. P---, I ſhall ſet down Vitringas Opinion in his 
own Words. Lib. III. Par. 1. p. 847, &c. 

1. Extra controwerſiam pono, Scripteres Eccleſiaſticos ſecundi & ter- 
tij Seculi, &c. i. e. I put it beyond all Controverſy, that the 
Eccleſiaſtical Writers of the ſecond and third Century, tho 
© they frequently make the Biſbops and Presbyters to be of the ſame 
© Order, do yet diſtinguiſh em into different Orders. 

2. Concedo wiro Dofto, inde quod Epiſcopi aliquando cum Presbyteris,” 

Cc. i. e. I allow this Learned Man (meaning Mr. Dodwell) 
© that it does not follow, becauſe Biſhops and Presbyters, when 
© jointlv oppos'd to Deacons, are ſaid to be of the ſame Order, that 
© therefore they are not of a different Order if they be refer'd to 
© each other, and if the Biſhops are conſider'd with reſpect to the 
* Presbyters. | 
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J. Non nego etiam, Epiſcopos d weteribus comparari cum Sacerdote 
fon . i. e. I do not alſo deny, that Biſbop: are compar'd by. 
© the Ancients to the High-Prieſt, and Presbyters to the reſt of the 
© Prieſts, ——— From which Paſſages the Reader may obſerve, 
that Vitringa Himſelf (upon whoſe Authority and Judgment 
Mr. Baſnage, as alſo Mr. B—, depend) allows, that Biſhops are 
in ſome Senſe -a diftin# Order from Presbyters. And indeed, 
Vitringa judges this to be a mere Logomachia, or Diſpute about 
Terms ; and therefore, in order to accommodate the Diſpute, he 
delivers his Opinion thus *. Fs IP 

4. Noc, qui iar Titi Epiſcoporum & Presbjterorum defendimus 
non negamus tamen, Oc, i. e. We, who maintain Biſhops and 
© Presbyters to be of the ſame Order, do yet not deny, that the 
© Presbyteries, or COLLEGES OF PRESBYTERS, IN THE 
* AGE OF THE APOSTLES HAD THEIR PERPETUAL. 
* PRESIDENTS, UPON WHOM THE CHIEF CARE OF 
© THE GOVERNMENT AND BUSINESS DEVOLVED : 


Ibid . P+ $50. 


© And what would the Patrons of the contrary Opinion demand 


more ? | And again.] Illos Presbyteriorum Præſides, &&. i. e. 
© THOSE PRESIDENTS OF THE COLLEGE OF PRES- 
* BYTERS WERE [when the Church was but young] CAL- 


© LED BISHOPS, which we do affirm. [And again .] Anti- 


iſſumis temporibus quiſq; promotus Doctor, aut Presbyter, Oc. i. e. In 
Ihe moſt Was times every Perſon that was advanced to the 
© Dignity of a Doctor, or Presbyter, did alſo advance others: But 
© when the Honour of a Do#or's Degree, through the abundance 
of Perſons advanc'd to it, grew cheap and vile, it was order'd 
* otherwiſe ; ſo that it would not be contrary to the Rules of the 
* Chriſtian Church, as it was ſettled in the Bede every 
* Presbyter to ordain Presbyters with the Conſent of the People: 
© Butleſt by indulging a Power of ordaining to all Presbytersindif- 
* ferently, and without any Exception, the Numbers of Presby- 
ters ſhould too much increaſe, and the Honour of their Office 
* ſhould grow cheap and vile, THE EXERCISE OF THIS 
POWER WAS ONLY COMMITTED TO THE PRESE 
© DENTS, OR BISHOPS ALONE, ACCORDING TO 
© THE MANNER AND CUSTOM AT THE SAME 


tells us, a ts againſt Lay-Elders.] Eccleſia poſt tempora Apoſto- 
lorum (quantum de iu ex antiques Monumentis judicare licet) quos habue= 


rant; &c. i. e. What ſort of Presbyters does Antiquity inform 
us, that the Churches had _ the Times of the ore 
Al þ t 


* RECEIVD AMONG THE JEWS. [And again r 


* 


Pag. 855, 


cap. 2. 
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© What Form and Manner of Government had thoſe Churches? 
IIS PLAIN, NOTHING CAN BE MORE CERTAIN, | 
NOTHING MORE MANIFESTLY TRUE IN ALL AN- 
©TIQUITY, THAN THIS, THAT PRESBYTERS, AS Dl. 
*$TINCT FROM THE BISHOP SO CALLED, MADE 
*UP THE MOST CONSIDERABLE PART OF THE 
© CLERGY. _ [And again immediately afterwards.] Presbyteros 
habujſſe facultatem Baptizatos, abſente Epiſcope. i. e. That the Preſ- 


© byters had Power of anointing the Foreheads of Perſons bap- 
© tized in the Abſence of the Biſhop. [And again in the fame 


Place. ] Epiſcopus, ut Presbyterorum princes ab aliis Epiſcopis. i. e. The 
© Biſhop, as Prince or Chief of the Presbyters, was commonly 
© ordained and confirmed by many other Biſhops ;-whereas a 


* PRESBYTER COULD BE ORDAINED BY EVEN ONE 


* BISHOP. 2 | 

The Summ then (as appears from theſe ſeveral Paſſages) of 
VFitrings's Opinion is this, That amongſt the Fews, tho the Pre- 
ſident of the Presbytery was of the ſame Order with the reſt of 
the Presbyters, concerning which (ſays Vitrings *) ſome Doubt 
© may very well be made ; yet his Qffice was perpetual, and no 
one could be promoted, gr ordained, without his Licenſe ; and 


therefore the Preſident was diſtinguiſhed from them fo promo- 


| Biſhop to he ſo di 


Anſw. p. 7: 


| * Poſte p. 154. 


have done, if he would have given a direct 


ted. And now, I think, I may with good Reaſon appeal to 
the Judgment of Mr. R. himſelf, whether this Viringa, upon 
whom Mr. Baſuage (and Fonſhquandy Mr. B—) grounds his O- 
pinion, does not confirm what I have faid concerning the Order, 
or Office, 90 1 410 of a Biſhop i Anſwer ; wherein J affirm a 
ee his Presbyters, thô he be a Presby- 
ter himſelf, that they cannot in all reſpects be ſaid to be equal. 
So much for Mr. B—'s Exception againſt my firſt Argument, 
drawn from the Angels mentioned by. St. John in the Revelations. 
THE SECOND ARGUMENT I us'd; to prove an. Epiſcopal 
Government, was drawn from an uninterrupted -Continuance 
of ſuch a Government, without Oppoſition from any one Per- 
ſon for many Years after the Apoſtles, even not till the fourth 
Century, when Aerius oppos'd:it. Mr. B— in his Exceptions a- 
Siet this Argument has not ſhew'd, that any one Perſon be- 
fore Aerizs, did oppoſe Epiſcopcay, which yet he ought to 


Wer to it. Nay, he 


owns, Epiſcopacy did not meet with any Oppoſition, becauſe 

it was brought on by ſeveral. gradual Steps, that were almoſt 

nile and imporcepribs. Bur why du mar Mr, B-= prove 
AW s , ; ; 4 | 


Mr. J. . Poſtſeripr. | 
this? And whereas Mr. B— fays, that I make Arrius Opinion 
an Hereſy ; the Reader may &&fhily fee that this is a plain Miſtake, 
for I only ſay , That St. Eyipbani and St. Auſſin declare Her © 4nſ. p. 48. 
* rjiurs Opinion to be alt6gether new, nay, extrayagantly ma 
- which I prov'd out of their Writings. But ſuppofe I Had call 
Aerins an Hereriob upon this Account, Mr. B may fead that 
Dr. Barrow is of that Opinion . Hence was Aertus counted © Du of the 
© a Heyetich, for meaning to innovate in fo grand a point of Dif. 59-285. 
cipline as the Subordination of Biſhops and Prebyters.” 7, = 
But Mr. B, eo ifivalidate the Teſtimony of St. Eyiphantus in. 
this Caſe, tells us: And by the way, if they will, upon Ei. t pg. 
pbanim's Authority, make his Opinion an Hereſy 7 they muſt, 
© upon the ſame Authority, make it an Hereſy to deny the War- 
© ratntableneſs of Prayers for the Dead; for that isalfo a part of 
the formidable Charge of Hereſy that Epiphanius advances againſt 
Aerius. | £ _ 6. 

Had Mr. - B— duly conſider'd the Paſfages of Ebiphaniur, 

wherein he delivers Aerim's Opinions, and argues againſt em; 

he would have found that. Aerias is there accuſed becauſe he diſ- 
allows all ſorts of Commendations of the Saints, and'thinks that 

Prayers for them are not watrantable upon any Account, and 
in any Senfe. Whereas Epipbanim ſhews, that for many Rea. 
ſons, there may be an Hotrourable Commemoration of the 

Saints; and that Prayers may be offer'd for them. Not that 

this Paſſage of Epiphanias does in any reſpect countenance the 
Opinion of the Chureti of Rome, as fome pretend; for Chamier 

has demonſtrated the contrary beyond all Exception, in his 
Panſtrat, Tom. 3. p. 1237. wat, | | | 

- THE THIRD ARGUMENT TI uſed, was taken from the | 
\ Succefion of the Biſhops to the Apoſtles “; and here I find Au. p. 9. 

Mr. B— miſfaken. ; | ; | | 
f. In making me to affirm what I never did affirm, that the 
Biſhops were Sueceſſors to the Apoſtles in the Plenitude of their 
Ectlefiaftical Power * ; Whereas Mr. B--- himſelf explains my O- Paſſe. p. 29. 
pinion otherwiſe in this Point“, and appropriates this Aſſertion Poſe. p. 87- 
to Mr. Dr. *. May I not therefore apply theſe Words of * Poſſe. p. 83+ 
Mr. B--- to himſelf ? © I muſt adviſe him to read more carefully 
© before he pretends to affirm, and then he would never have 

run into fo groſs a Miſtake, as to imagine that I think that the 
Biſhops are Succeſſors to the Apoſtles in the Plenitud? of their Ec- 
olefiaſtical Power. IT only underftand this of the . Biſhops being 
Suoceſſors to the Apoſtles in a * Senſe, as Dr. Barrow _ 
Us 2 SKR 
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errem. Pep“ : Or 


Swpr. P. 75. 


Se Auſw. 
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T Pee. P-87. 


An Examination of © 
ſelf does in theſe very Words, which Mr. B quotes out of 
him.*. The Fathers in a large Senſe call all Biſhops S=cceſfors 
© of the Apoſtles; not meaning that any. of them did ſucceed 
7 into the whole Apoſtalical Office, but that each did receive 
© his Power from ſome one (immediately or e whom 
ſome Apaſtles did conftitute Biſhop ; veſting him with Autho- 
© rity. to feed the particular Flock committed to him in way of 
BS Charge. And when Lexpreſſed my ſelf in general 
Terms, why was not Mr. B- ſo candid and kind, as to under- 
ſtand me in this Senſe, rather than make me ſay what F never 
faid, That Biſhops are Succeſſors to the Apoſtles in the Plenitude 
of their Eccleſiaſtical Power. But further, Dr. Barrow does not on- 
Iy not affirm. x .ching cantrary to what I have affirmed, but he 
alſo confirms this his Opinion [that Biſhops are in a large Senſe 
Succeſſors to the Apoſtles] from the very Paſſage I cited out of Ire- 
news to the ſame Purpoſe, viz. Habemus annumerare eos *. For 
Dr. Barrow haying ſaid, that the Biſhops are called Succeſſots of the 4- 
poſtles, proceeds thus: Which cannot otherwiſe be underſtood, than 
according to the Senſe which we have propos; that , * becauſe they 
ſucceeded: thoſe who. were conſtituted by the Apoſtles, ac- 
©:cording ta that Saying of Irena. Me can number thoſe who © 
© were infituted Biſbops by the Apoſtles, and their Succeſſors w. 
| * the Interpretation Dr. Barrow-has given 


But natwithſta 
us of this Paſſage of Irenexs, who concludes from it, that the 
Biſhops are the Succeſſors of the, Apoſtles, Mr. B— is pleas'd to 
affirm that the:Teſtimony of Jrenæus is rather againſt me, than 
for me. He expreſly affirms, that according to Irenew, Presby- 
ters are the Succeſſors of the Apoſtles: Nay further, that (as 
Chamier has obſerv'd) in Tenæm, © Presbyters are never diſtin- 
© ouiſh'd from Biſhops, and much leſs ſeparated fronpthem. So 
confident is Mr. B— of this, that he tells me *, It's ſtrange 
© that that Gentleman ſhould, if he had read Irenevs, over-look 
© all thoſe Paſſages, wherein he does expreſly affirm Presbyters 
© to be Succeſſors of the Apoſtles. And ſo Mr. B— produces ſe- 
veral Paſſages out of that Father to this Purpoſe. Now by way 


of Anſwer to Mr. B, and to convince him that I have read J- 


renæus, | i 

24h. I refer him ta Ireneus, Lib. 3. cap. x4. where-he will find, 
(Notwithſtanding what Chamier has ſaid) that there is a lainDif- 
ference made between Biſhops and Presbyters. In Mileto Convo- 
cat Epiſcopa & Presbyters. © Biſhops (ſays. Irenæus) and Presby- 
*'rers , not Biſhops or Presbyters. Which Paſſage of Ireneus * 
5 ; f o 


Mr. J. B--="s Poſtſcript. 

fo convincing, that Mr. Corbet (Mr. B— s Friend, from whom 
he borrow'$the Abſtract of Timothy and. Titus Travels) does 
not know how to get over it, and chuſes rather to give a poor 
weak Anſwer, than none at all to it: For having endeavour'd 
to 7 that with Trenæu, Pretbyters are the ſame with Biſhi pe, 
an 


Succeſſors of the Apoſtles, he tells us: Admitting what this“ Ancient E. 
Father ſaith hereof (i; e. of Fiſhops and Presbyters being met at Mi-PHEẽẽ P. 
© letus) obſerve we, that he ſpeaks of Bifflops and Presbyters as 


© Congregated in the 3 and he might mention two 
Names of the ſame Office. This is plainly to beg the Que 
ſtion. Nor do Fee any reaſon why the ſame Office ſhould be 
_ by two Names, becauſe ſeveral. Perſons are met toge-- 
ther. | 

By the way, I cannot but obſerve ane great Inftance of 
Mr. B—'s Partrality with reſpe& to Chamier, whoſe Teſtimony 
he ſo very much inſiſts upon. It's true, Chamier does affirm that 
in Irenews. Presbyters are never diſtinguifh'd from Biſhops, 
and much leſs ſeparated from them. (Which yet I have alrea- 
dy ſhew'd is a Miſtake.) But then this ſame Chamier, in the very 


Chapter quoted by Mr. B—, does allow * that from the Paſſage * Dr. Tim... 


2. lib. 10.c.6. 


which I cited out of: Irenews *. Habemws annumerare, Cc. It? Anſw. p. & 


may be concluded, that © the Inequality between Biſhops and 
Presbyters is moſt Ancient, and derived from the Time imme- 
© diately after the Apoſtles. The Paſſage of Chamier is very re- 
markable, and therefore I ſhall recite it at large. Horum [i. e. 
Ignatij, Ch 

tes non oſtendunt, Cc. i. e. The Authorities of theſe Fathers of the 
Church do not ſhew, that there never was a time when Bi- 
"ſhops were equal to Presbyters ; but only that an Inequality 
© between em is moſt Ancient, and derived from the time im- 


* mediately after the Apoſtles, which we do freely confeſs. 


For %erome, when he tells us that this Inequality prevail'd a- 
mong the Alexandrians in the Times of Heracles and Dionyſus, . 
* does plainly teach us, that it was moſt Ancient ; for they. 
lived about the Year 140, or a little while after it, and yet 
this is the Church that did laſt of all receive this Innovation; 
*-which therefore we may conclude was made before the end. 
* of the firſt Century, or immediately afterwards. Ignatius li 
ved to the end of the firſt Century, was kill'd in the 1th 

Lear of Trajan, according to Baronius, and in the zrggh of 
*Chriſt ; Ireneus and Tertullian lived not very long aftet him. 


mier * 


Now I appeal to the Reader, whether this Teſtimony of. Cha- 


mentij, Dionyſij Areopagi, Irenæi, Tertulliani, | Autborita- 


— 


* Lib. 4. c. 42 


mier is not very full and evident to our purpoſe ; and yet 


Mr. F— (if ever be read the Chapter of Chamier, which he quotes) | 
hath over-look'd it. This F think s ſtrangc, and is an undeniable 
Argument of great Partiality in him. ink : 

3. Thoſe very Paſſages produced by Mr, B— out of Ireneus, 
to prove that Presbyters are Succeſſors to the Apoſtles, J find upon Ex- 
mination muſt be underſtood, not of Presbyters ſtrictly ſo cal- 
led, but Biſhops, for Example. That. Paſſage quoted by 
Mr. E— * out of Lib. 3. c. 2. Traditionem que eft ab Apoſtols, gquæ 
per Succeſſiones Presbyterorum in Ecclefijs cuſtoditur, Irenæus himſelf in 
the next Chapter explains thus: Traditionem per. Succeſſianes Epiſco- 
porum per venientem uſq; ad nos. Now it's plain, that Presbyterorum and 
Epiſceporum in theſe two Places of Irenzus, muſt ſignify the ſame 
thing; and that Ireneus himſelf was a Presbyter and alete and 
does derive the Tradition by Succeſſion down to himfelf [ »/7; 
ad nos.] So that ſince all Perſons allow that Irenæus was a Biſhop 
in our Senſe, the Paſſage which he here relates muſt be under- 
ſtood of ſuch Biſhops ; and therefore theſe only are according 
to Ireneus the Succeſſors of the Apoſtles. 


Again, that other 4 out of Irenaus *. Qua propter iis qui 


in Eccleſia ſunt, Presbyteris obedire oportet, his qui Sutceſſionem habent 


* Poſiſe. P. 87. 6 Apoſtolis. i. e. in Mr. B—'s Tranſlation *, Let us heaxken to 


Poſtſc. p. 87. 


the Presbyters who are in the Church, and who have their 
© Succeflion from the Apoſtles. If Mr. B— allows there ought 
to be the Conjugction Copulative [] in the Paſſage of Ireneu, 
as indeed in his Tranſlation he does, then he has not Tranſla- 
red it right, for it muſt be thus. Let us hearken to [is] thoſe 
© Presbyters which are in the Church, and [ bis] theſe, i. e. the 
© Biſhops, who have Succeflion from the Apoſtles. Which In- 
terpretation is indeed very much 38 the Words imme- 
diately following. Sicut oſtendimus, qui cum Epilcopatus Sncceſſi- 
one chariſma veritatis certum ſecundum placitum patris acceperunt. $0 
little reaſon there is for that inſulting Language of Mr. B— * : 
And now Mr. F.— may ſee what he will make of his Argu- 
ment: Trenæus aſſerts the Biſhops to be the Apoſtles Succeſſors, 
[ This is allow'd. | ſo does he affert Presbyters to be their 
© Yucceſlors. [ This is a Miſtake, and I deſire Mr. B— would give 


ſome other Proof of it.] — But becauſe Mr. B— may fay, 


I renæi varia 
fragmenta per 


Fen Ardentium, p. 513. | 8 8 | 5 


©*Tis wholly Mr. Fr—'s precarious Aſfertion; I refer him to 
the Annotations upon that Paſſage of Irenauss Letter ad Vittorem 
Papam f. © Presbyteri ante Sottrem. Upon which the Annotations 


— ot es. At * th. 


Mr. J. Bs Poftfcripr. 23 
are. Cum Presbyteros appellat Romanos Pont ifices, non negat illos-efſe * Thid. p.514. 
were Epiſcopos, fed tantum indicat emmes quidem Epiſcopos eſſe Presbyteros, TM 
ſed non. è contrario, &c. i. e. When he calls the Biſhops of Rome | 
Presbyters, he does not deny that they were really Biſhops ; 
© but only intimates that all Biſhops are Presbyters, but all 
© Presbyters are not Biſhops. For it's evident from Scripture, 
and the Decrees of Councils, that Biſhops are Superior to 
mere Presbyters, both in Order and Juriſdiction : The con- 
© trary Opinion is the Hereſy of the Aerians and Waldenſes, which 
the Lutherans and Calviniſts in this Age do endeavour to re- 
VIVC.. | | | 16 80 


_ _—— —_}__ w—lth. 


— 


CHAP. V. 


Wherein are contained ſeveral things in the Third Section of 
_ my Anſwer, te which Mr. B— hath given no Reply. 


I. R. B— is pleas'd 94 no Anſwer to the Teſtimo- 
IVI nies of Se. .Iremeus and St. Ferome, which are offer d in 
r 27 17-89 - - OTC, 2 
2. Nor does he ſhew (as I defired) the time when {[tpon 
their Suppoſition, that preſently after the Apoſtles Times the 
Church was govern'd by a Presbytery] ſuch a Change and Al- 
teration as the Presbyterians pretend etre is, was intro- 
duced, and the ility of fach a Change and Alteration. © 
3. Nor has he prov'd, what I obſervd, he ſo confidently af- 
firm'd without any Proof, in his Sermon, that Tenativs's Biſhop 
was only the Senior Paſtor of à particular Flock or Congre- 
gation, which he govern'd in Conjunction with the reſt of the 
Elders of 8.07 20! off e en eee 95 
4. Nor has he given à partieular and diſtinct Anſwer to 
Mr. Chillingworth's'Demonſtration ; tho he is pleas'd at the fame 
time to affirm, * It ftands upon @ lame Foot; he only tells us, It“ Poſtſc. p.156. 
is fully refuted by Mr. Lauder, in his Ancient Biſhops conſider d. . 
A Book which, after the moſt ſtrict Enquiry, I cannot find. 


CHAP. 


24 


An Examination of 
CHAP. VI. 


WWherein are contained My. B—'s Exceptions againſt what I 
have offer d in the Fourth Section of my Anſwer againſt his 
Arguments from Scripture. | 


Irſt Exception is this, That Iendeavour to prove, that the 
Apoſtle St. Paul did not actually reach Feruſalem before the 
Day of Pentecoſt, which Mr. B— ſays, * ſignifies nothing to the 
© Argument. Certainly Bp. Pearſen and Dr. Maurice were of 
another Opinion, and therefore it being a Point very material, 
whether St. Paul was at Feruſalem by the Day of Pentecoſt, or no; 

they thought it neceſſary to prove he was not, which indeed the 
have fully and plainly demonſtrated to the Satisfaction of all 
unprejudic'd Readers, -tho Mr. B— ſeems to undervalue their 


*Poftſe. P. 75. Performance, and tells us: They have taken fome Pains to 


Serm. p. 409. 


© render it probable. But why did Mr. B— quite over- look the 


_ expreſs Teſtimony of St: Cbryſaſtome produced by me to this very 


Purpoſe, and which concurs with the Judgment of the aboye- 
mention'd Authors ? Methinks he might have had ſome Regard 
for the Judgment of that Father of the Church, and not have 
paſſed his Teſtimony over without ſome Notice. But beſides 
the Judgment of Bp. Pearſon-and Dr. Maurice, that it ſignifies very 
much to the Argument, whether St. Paul was at Feruſalem by 
the Day of Pentecoſt, Mr. E— himſelf (th6:he has now chang'd 
his Opinion) ſeems to have been of the ſame Opinion formerly 
from the manner of the Argument, whereby he endeavours to 
prove, that St. Pau! did not ſend for the Biſhops of Aſia to Mile- 
rus, For he thus ſtates his Argument. St. Paul's Haſte in go- 
ing to Jeruſalem would not permit the ſending to all the Parts 
© of Aſia, to gather together ſo many Biſhops, in the Modern 
© Senſe, to meet him at Miletus. Now does not Mr. B here 
ſuppoſe that St. Paul, if he did not reach Feruſalem by the Day 
of Lentecoſt, did at leaſt endeavour it, and to that end left Mi- 
letus ; whereas it is evident he was not at Feruſalem by the Day 
of Pentecoſt. Nay, it does not appear that he left Miletus; but 
we have reaſon rather to conclude, that he ſtaid there till he 
had gather'd the Biſhops, And Irenevs, in the Paſſage I cited, 
tells us fo expreſlv. 55 


3 Mr. J. B---"s Poſiſeripy. 3 = 
But to paſs this over, our Argument that theſe were Biſhops 
of Aſia, will hold as good if St. Pæul, when at Miletzs, had a 
Proſpect of reaching Jeruſalem, and ſo went away in haſte, as if 
he actually got thither by the time propos'd ; becauſe, as I ar- 
gued * © theſe ſeveral Biſhops of Aa might upon an Intimation use. p. 1. 
© given a conſiderable time before by Letter, or by ſome other 
© way, have met at Epheſ#s, and there waited for the Apoſtle ; 
© but now being ſent for to Miletws, might immediately have 
© gone to him. And ſo I proceed to Mr. B—'s 
24 Exception, Which is againſt the Teſttmony of St. Irenevs, 
who tells us expreſly, that St. Paul did © call together the ſeveral 
© Biſhops amd Presbyters, who came from Erbe and the Neigh- 
© bouring Cities ; which plainly ſhews that they were ſent for 
by St. Taul, and did accordingly come. Now to this Mr. B— 
replys that it is a bare Aſſertion of Ireneus at 4 great Diſtance 
Time and Place, and one of the miſtaken Matters of Fact, that Ire- 
næus had taken up en uncertain Tradition, I fhew'd in my 
Anſwer, that Irenæus had very particular Advantages and Oppor- 
tunities of knowing the Truth of what he bw us having con- 
verſed: with Polycarp and ſeveral of the Apoſtles Scholars. Be... 
ſides, Tertullian calls him *, © The moſt curious Searcher into all : ty 
© kinds of Doctrines. Add to this as a very confirming Circum- © P. 25s. 
ſtance of the Sincerity of this Father, bu Solewn Obteſtation to the _ | 
Tranſcriber of bis Writings, as St. Jerome relates it“. I adjure . enel, 
* you that Tranſcribe this Book, that you compare it after you 
© have Tranſcrib'd it, and correct it according to the Original, 
* out of which you have written it, with all Diligence. N ow 
methinks a Perſon of this Character ought to have been treate 
by Mr, B— with greater Deference and Reſpect, and not have 
been repreſented as one who delivers miftaken Matters of Fact 
upon uncertain Traditizn, But I find Mr. B— can inſiſt upon 
the Authority of Ireneus when it ſeems to be for his Purpoſe, 
and diſcredit every thing offer'd by this Father of the Church 
when againſt him. | | "=" 
But Mr. B— ſays *, © It is unaccountable that the Inſpired * . P. 58. 
© Hiſtorian would have omitted ſuch a material Circumſtance 
* asthis [of Summoning the Biſhops. ] Are there not many Cir- 
cumſtances omitted by the Inſpired Hiſtorians ; and muſt we re- 
ceive nothing as Truth, which is related by others who lived 
not long after em? To uſe Mr. B—'s Words *, What may not * poſſe. p.76. 
© this Gentleman pretend to ſay and prove, if we will allow 
© him theſe precarious Win againſt Matters of Fact SY 
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* Perſe 14. 


* Perſe 15. 
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And again Mr. B— ſays *, The Inſpired Hiſtorian has de- 
ſtroy'd this vain Suppoſition of ſending a Summons before-hand 
to all the Biſhops of 4/ia. For as he pretends to prove from the 
beginning of the Chapter, St. Pauls coming to Miletus was an 
* accidental and unintended thing. For (ſays he) at the beginning 
of this Chapter, Ads XX. 1, 2, 3, Cc. we ſee that the Apoſtle 
came from Macedonia into Greece, and thence deſign'd to Sail 
into Syria; but upon Notice of the Fews lying in wait for him 
The alter'd his Purpoſe, and return'd back into Macedonia, an 
* thence into Aſia. But if we conſider the Order of the Apoſtle's 
Voyage and Travels from Macedonia into 4/ia,it will appear highly 
probable, nay evident, that he intended to go to Miletus, to 
meet theſe ſeveral Biſhops that ſtaid at Epheſus in Expectation of 
him. For * St. Paul's Companions having by Agreement met him 
at Aſſos, took him into the Ship; and after they had left Mir- 
lene and Chios *, they arrived at Samos (an Iſland lying off beyond 
Epheſus, the Place which St. Paul determin'd to Sail by.) After the 
Apoſtle arriv'd at Samos, he tarried at Trogyllium (a Sea-Port Town 


lying between Fpbeſus and Miletus.) From Trogyllium the next Day 


Chap. 21. V. I. 


he came to Miletus. From NMliletus, the Apoſtle having gotten 
from the Biſhops Aſſembled, and taken Ship, came * with a 
ſreight Courſe unto the Tfland Coos, and ſo on to. Feruſalem. 
From all whicll it is ſo very plain, that the Apoftle intended 
and reſolved with himſelf to go to Milerus, that I cannot but 
wonder the contrary Opinion ſhould ever be entertain'd by any 
Man, that pretends to have conſider'd the whole Chapter, but 
eſpecially that, has view'd the Map of the Apoſtle's Voyage and 
Travels: The Apoftle arriv'd at an Iſland lying off between E- 
pheſus and Miletus; from this Iſland he lands at a Town between 


Epheſus and Miletus; and from this Town he goes directly to Mi- 


letus : Thence to no other Inland Town, but Sails away from 


thoſe Parts by Coos, & c. to Feruſalem. Now if the Apo le did 


not intend to go to Miletus, why did he leave Trogylium in order 


to come to Miletus? Or why did he not go afterwards to ſome 
other Inland Town? Nay (if I may be allow'd to give my 


Expectation of him. And conſequently the Elders. at, Epheſus 


Conjecture in this matter) the Apoſtle ſ-ems to have gone 
to Trogyllium, and to have tarried there (it being half way be- 
eween Epbeſus and Miletus, 3. e. five Miles) for Diſpatch ſake ; 
for while St. Paul was going the other five Miles to Milerus, the 
Meſſenger might have gone to Epheſus, and given Notice of 
St. Paul's coming, to the Elders or Biſhops Aſſembled there in 


muſt 
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muſt have had notice of St. PauPs Landing, by a Meſſenger ſent 
from Trogyllium, much ſooner than they could poſſibly have had, 


if the Meſſenger had been ſent from Miletus, Miletus being di- 
{tant from Epheſus ten Miles, and Trogyllium only five. 


Mr. B—'s Second Exception * is againft my Interpretation of the * Poſtſer. pag. 
Word Church, whereby J endeavour'd to overthrow the Argu- 76, 77- 


ment produced by Mr. P—, to prove that the Elders here men- 
tioned were only the Presbyters of one Congregation. And, 
ff. I ſaid: that the Original Word for Church may be Tranſla- 


ted Aſſembly, as T prov'd it was, Chap. 19. v. 45. Now againſt 


this Mr. B— ſays *, This Tranſlation makes the Expreſſions of Poſtſer. pan. 


the Inſpired Writer to be a meer T:utology, 9. d. He ſent to E- 
© pheſus, to call the Elders of the Company of Elders aſſembled 
 ©there. Whereas the Words in my Anſwer are, He ſent for the Elders, 
cf the Aſſembly. And is this a Tautology ? Pray ſhew me wherein the 
Tautology does conſiſt. At Mr. B—'s rate of Arguing, it's a meer Tau- 
zology to ſay, The Clergy in or of the Convocation in Dublin, q. d. the Clergy 
in the Company of the Clergy aſſembled there. But ſays Mr. B—, inne 
never in Scripture ſignifies an 4ſembly of Elders. What then? it is 
enough to my Purpoſe, that it ſignifies an Aſſembly in general in 
Scripture. But that Mr. E may have all poſſible Satisfaction in this 
Matter, I'll produce a place of Scripture wherein ia is taken 
not for the Church, but for an Aſſembly of Elders. The Place is At#s 
XV. 22. Then pleaſed it the Apoſtles and Elders, with the wholeChurch. 
Which Dr. Lightfoot in the Aſſembly at Weſtminſter ſhew'd,ought to 
be interpreted the Meeting of the Council or Aſſembly," 'For when the 
Propoſition concerning the Members of a Synod was put, That 
* Paſtors and Teachers, and other fitting Perſons are conſtituent 
Members of a Synod: Dr. Lightfoor oppos'd it, and gave his 
Interpretation of the Brethren and the whole Church, Acts XV. 
- © viz. That by Brethren was meant the Uncircumciſed Converts, 
das v. 1 and 23; and that it was moſt likely that the Churches 
* of the Uncircumciſed would ſend their Miniſters, and not Lay- 
men. And that by EXA was meant, not the Church, but 


* the Meeting of the Council *. -This Interpretation of Dr. Light. * Lightfoot's 
* foot is alſo confirmed by what Dr. Mills hath obſerved in his An- Life, b. s. 


notationt upon verſe 23, The Apoſtles, and Elders and Brethren, In 
many Copies he tells us, it's read, the Apoſtles, and Elders Brethren, 
without the Conjunction g. In others, the Words [and Bre- 
thren] are omitted. - — 
2dly, I ſaid, that Church, v. 17. muſt be the ſame with the Chureb 
of God, which he purchaſed with his own Blood, v. 28. And that 1 
E 2 1 
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ral Congregations diſpers d through a large Province, might be 
called the Church, or Church of God, which be hath purchaſed with 


* P:iſe. P.77- bas own Bld. To this Mr. B—. replys . That the Inſpired 


© Writers do always vary their Expreſſions, and call the Chri- 
© ſrians of a City of Town, a Church ; but the Chriſtian Congregations 
© of a Province, Churches in the Plural Number. Let Mr. B— 
ſhew any Grounds for this Diſtinction from the Apoſtle's Speech 
here in this Place. - On the contrary, all the Circumſtances of 
the Paſſage being conſider d, there does appear great Reaſon to 
apply the Word Church in a more large and general Signification, 
even to ſignify many Congregations diſperſed through a large Province. 
Mr. B—'s Third'Exceptiorr is againſt the Argument I have of- 
fer'd to prove, that the whole Clergy of Aſia, at leaſt the chief Paſtors 
and Biſbops were preſent, when. St. Paul made this Speech to em: 
Which Argument I grounded on theſe Words. And when they 
were come to him, he ſaid to em, Ye know from the fir Day that I came 
into Aſia, after what manner I baue been with you ; and 1 know that 


you all, among whom I bawve gone Preaching the Kingdom of God, ſhall 


*Pe*fc.p.78. ſer my Face no more, Now to this Mr. B— replys . Mr. Fr— 


1 Ibid. 


that net «lene at Epheſus, but almoſt throughout all Aſia, this Paul 


© may as well from theſe Words infer, that all the Chriſtians of 
© Aſia were preſent at this Valedictory Speech, as that all the 
< Biſhops of 4/ia were, becauſe he mentions al, among bem be 
© bad gone Preaching the Kingdom of God, aud whom be bad Tanght Pub- 
© lickly, and from Heuſe to Houſe. But the unreaſonableneſs of this 
Reply made by Mr. B— appears from hence, that the Inſpired 
Hiſtorian does particularly tell us, v. 17. that St. Paul ſent to E- 
pheſus, and called the Elders of the Church, The Elders then of the 
Church, who alone were cated, muſt only be underſtood by theſe 


Words. Ye all, among whom I have gone Preaching, &c. And whereas 
Mr. B— ſays *, that ſince of the three Years that the Apoſtle 


© ſpent in Aſa, he Preach'd three Months in the Synagogues of 
r. — Fews at Epheſus, two Years in the School of OS thee: 
* and only nine Months in the other Cities; the Apoſtle rhere- 
© fore might with the greateſt Propriety of Speech appeal to the 
* Elders of Epheſus, who had the moſt of that time the opportuni- 
ty of Perſonal Converſe with him, concerning his Preaching 
and Converſation among em, and direct to 'em theſe Words : 
© Te know from the firſt Day that 1 came, Cc. I muſt confels, I ſee 
no reaſon for this Mr. B—'s Suppoſition. It's plain that St. Paw 


had made a very great Number of Converts in every Place, 


from the Words of Demetrius, Chap. XIX. v. 26. Ye ſee and hear 


hath 
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hath perſuaded and turned away much People, izayiy Ixde, why then 
does Mr. B— ſuppoſe that the Apoſtle appeals only to the Elders of E- 
pheſus „ concerning bus Preaching and Converſation among em; when 
with 7 Reaſon he might, and ought to have appeal'd to o- 
thers (beſides thoſe Elders of Epheſws) among whom be had gone 
Preaching the Goſpel ? Thoſe Words therefore of the Apoſtle, Te 
all, among whom I have, &c. are moſt large and comprehenſive ; 
and with the greateſt Prozriety do include all the Elders, or Biſhops: 

of Aa. To conclude then this Argument: Mr. F— hath ſo 

little Reaſon to affirm concerning himſelf , © what I have already * Poſe. p. r. 
© [aid againſt bis two firſt on, on quite overtbrows the Force of this ; 

that I think even what he has here added, does plainly appear to 

be a further Confirmation of it. 

Mr. B—'s Fourth Exception is contained in what he calls an Ar- 4 
gument ad hominem *. If theſe Elders were Biſhops in a proper * Peſſe. p. 2s 
© Senſe (i. e. Dioceſan ones ;) then I hope Mr. F will at leaſt 
* allow Epbeſa, the Metropolis of 4%, the ſame Priviledge 
© with the reſt of thoſe Cities, viz. to have had a Dioceſan Bi- 

* ſhop of their own: And then, what occaſion had the Apoſtle 
* ſome Years after (as he pretends) to conſtitute Timothy as their 
© Dioceſan, unleſs. he ſuppoſes theic firſt Dioceſan to have 
* dy d in the mean time? And even on that Suppoſition, how 
c © comes their pretended Line of Succeſſion to be derived from 
* Timothy, as their firſt Bifhop 2 So inconſiſtent is one part of his 
* Anſwer with the other. The whole Force of this Argument depends 
upon a Suppoſition, which I ſee no Reaſon to allow, viz. That at 
this time Epbeſus had a Biſhop Preſiding and Governing it, as 
well as the other Cities, I am of opinion that St. Pau continued 
the Government of this Church in his own Hands till the Year 
64, in which he conſtituted Timothy the firſt Biſhop of it. For 
had there been a Biſhop of Epbeſus at this time, when St. Paul 
_ aſſembled the Elders or Biſbops of Afia at Miletus, he had certainly 
been mention'd in the Catalogues, by ſome of the Hiſtorians. 
I defire therefore Mr. E- would either withdraw, or make 
good that injurious Reflection he has caſt upon me in theſe Words: 
So inconſiſtent is ene part of his Anſwer with the other. But ſays 
Mr. B---, © Why ſhould not E:beſus, the Metropolis of Aſis, have 
the ſame Priviledge with the reſt of thofe Cities, viz. have a 
* Dioceſan Biſhop of their own ? I think this is a ſufficient An- 
{wer ; that whatever his Reafons were, St. Paul did not appoing 
a Biſhop of Epheſus before the Year 64, when Timothy was ap- 


pointed by him, And if Mr. B--- — me the Reaſons & 
| the 


mT. 
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the Apoſtle's Action; I uſe the ſame Liberty, and ask him, 
Why St. Pau! did not appoint Timothy —_— of Epheſus much 
ſooner than he did, ſeeing he had appointed Biſhops in other 
Cities? 

Mr. B---'s Fifth Exception is againſt our Opinion concerning 
Ebapbroditus, whom we affirm to have been Biſhop of Philippj, 
and preſent at Ro ne with St. Paul. This our Opinion we grounded 
upon the Authority of ſeveral Ancient Fathers of the Church, 
Theodoret, Cbryſoſtom, Theophylatt, and others“. Now in oppoſi- 


tion to this, Mr. B--- inſiſts upon the Tranſlation [in other 


* Phil. Ch. :. 
W. 25. 


Places he can alter the Tranſlation, even againſt the common 
Opinion of all Interpreters, when he thinks ſuch an Alteration 
is for his Purpoſe.] And indeed, tho I do not deny the Truth 
of the Trarſlaticn ; yet I can ſee no Reaſon why ſomething 
more than What is expreſs' d in the Tranſlation, may not be im- 
ply'd in the Original, ſince the Word will very well bear it; ſo 
that Tour Apoſtle in the Original *, but in our Tranſlation Your 
Meſſenger, denotes both that Epapbroditus was their Biſhop, and 
alſo at this time carry d their Liberality to St. Pau. By this Ex- 
plication the different Opinions of Interpreters on this Place are 
eafily reconcil'd ; and that due Regard paid to the Opinion and 


Judgment of the Primitive Fatbers, which they do deſerve. 


_—_— 
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GC HKAP. VII. 


Mherein are mentioned ſeveral Paſſages of the Fourth and Fifth 


Pag. 3, 4. 


. 


* Anſw. p. 15. 


Sections of my Anſwer ; which Mr. B— hath either ver- 
loo d, or miſrepreſented. | 


Ome of theſe T have already mention'd *, as HIS ADDING 
\Þ TO SCRIPTURE, and ALTERING THE TRANSLA- 
TION, even againſt the common Opinion of all Interpre- 
But to proceed. | 
r. One Argument whereby Mr. T endeavour'd to prove, 
that the Elders ſent for by St. Paul to Miletus from Epheſus, were 
not Biſhops (as I obſerv'd ®) was, This could not. be, unlefs 
* we ſuppoſe the greateſt part of them to have been Scandalous 
* Nen-Reſidents, and to have learn'd the Modern Practice of 
* ſpending the greateſt part of their Time out of their own Dio- . 
*cels, and at a diſtance from their pretended Charge, To ob- 
| | viate 
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viate this Objection, I ſhew'd, that St. Pau! would not have ſenen 
for theſe Biſhops, and thereby have made himſelf acceſſary to ſa 
great a Crime as Scandalous Nen=Reſidence ; which is yet juſtly 
chargeable upon St. Paul, if there be any Force in Mr. B--"S 
Objection. . Nay further, I ſhew'd that theſe Biſhops being ſent 
for by a Summons. from St. Paul (according to Mr. B---'s own 
Opinion and way of Reaſoning in his Apreadix) they could nor 
be Scandalous Nox-Reſidents ; For he himſelf allows, that ſuch a 
Summons does excuſe any Perſon's. Abſence ſrom his Charge 
upon any important Buſineſs, from the Imputation of Scandalous. 
Nen-Reſidence. To all which Mr. B--- “ is pleas'd to make this Poſſe. p. G4. 
Reply, not only uncivil, but containing à greff and palpable Mi- 

ae. And for Mr. F., I muſt adviſe him to read more care- 
© fully what he pretends to Anſwer; and then he could never 
© have run into ſo 2 a Miſtake, as to imagine that I think a 


hath unhappily made it worfe; for he really ſuppoles in his Ar- 
| fich ed; that itbee Elders'or Biſfops 


and at hi Leiſure to give — WE. TO 

2. I prov'd that if the Elders ſent for. to Miletus, were only 
Precbyters of a p:rticulay Church or Congregation, as Mr. B--- pretend- 
ed; they muſt alſo, upon his Suppoſttion or Notion of Scandalous 
Non-Reſlen e in hs Argument, have been Scandalous Non- Reſidents. 
This Argument Mr — hath quite over-look'd, and given no 
Anſwer to in his Pop ieript. vi 7 91 N (* 10. 

- I examia'd'* all the ſeveral Arguments, whereby Mr. B---" 7id. anſv. 
endeavour'd to prove his Opinion from i. I. 1. which Were P. 2 22: 
four, and gave particular Anſwers to each of them: But all this 
Mr. B--- hath quite over-look'd in his Poſtſcript; 1 
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115, Oc. K 


treated 
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4. I gave particular and diſtinct Anſwers to the Arguments 
Mr. B--- brought for his Opinion, from the Epiſtle to Titus and 
1 Tim. Chap. III. v. 1. his own Text: But all this he has quite 
over-look'd in his Poſtſcript. ; 

6. Nay, I obſerv'd how unfairly and diſingen ionſiy Mr. B--- had 

DB. Whitby, whom he call'd a Learned Ccmmentator : And 

yet he hath ſaid nothing by way of Vindication of himſelf in 
bis 100 . | 

I hope Mr. B--- will be pleas'd to conſider all theſe Particu- 

lars, and vouchſafe an Anſwer to em. The ſame Favour I 


- muſt deſire from him, with Reſpect to the 5th Section of my An- 


ſwer, [wherein I conſider at large his ſeveral Arguments from 
x Theſſ. V. 12, 13. and Heb. XIII. x7.] to which I find no Reply 
in his Poſtſcri7t. 
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herein is ſtew d to what Mr. B— hath Reply d, or omitted 
to Reply, in the 6th and 7th Section of my Anſwer. 


IR. B.- does indeed endeavour * to overthrow the Credit 
of Bp. Pear/on's Chronological Account, concernin 


Timothy and Titus, But notwithſtandi g what he has offer'd i 


N to it, I ſtill inſiſt upon the Truth of it; and do pro- 
miſe Mr. B--- a large Proof and Confirmation of it, whenever 
he vouchſafes an Anſwer to this Book of mine, and the ſeveral 
Particulars I have objected againſt him. In the mean time let 
me obſerve, that this Chronological Account of Bp. Pearſon is 
put out with the Approbation and Conſent of Mr. Dodavell, who 
in the Opinion of all Men, but Mr. B-—, is a Man of va## Learn- 
ing, and great Judgment in Chronology. K 

2. Mr. B— has given no Anſwer to the ſeveral Arguments 
whereby I prov'd that Timothy and Titus were not Evangeliſts, as 
he pretended ; nor to the ſeveral Exceptions I made againſt his 
Arguments for his Opn. | | 
3. Mr. B— has alſo given no Anſwer to the whole th Section 
of my Anſwer, wherein I particularly propos'd and conſider'd the 


Reaſons of his Non-Contormity, upon a Suppoſition that Epiſ- 


copacy, or Superiority of Biſhops above Presbyters, was only 
an Humaa Conſtitution, | 


CHAP, 
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CHAP. IX. 


Wherein is confider d to what Mr. B— hath Reply d, or omitted 
to Reply againſt me, in Reference to his Appendix. 


I. R. B— hath made no Reply to what I offer'd concern- 


ing the Author De Cenſurd Temp rum * ; or concerning Ann, pag. 


the Words Prieſts and Clergy *, about which be made ſo great a ſs 
Noiſe; or concerning Mr. Hales of Eatin, whoſe Judgment he 1 p- 43. 


himſelf ſo very much inſiſted upon. 

2. Nay, he has given no particular Anſwer to the ſeveral Ex- 
ceptions I made * againſt the Arguments brought by him to 
prove, that St. Fames was not Biſhop of Feruſalem ; nor to the 
Teftimony of ſo many Ancient Authors, Jerome, Euſebins, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, Hegeſippus, Ruſfinm, Epiphanius, &c. All which 
Authors do agree, that St. fames was Biſhop of Feruſalem. In- 
ſtead of duly conſidering theſe Proofs againit his Opinion, he 
has been guilty of to greß and palpable Miſtakes [ ſuch as Mr. B— 
would have call'd Prevarication in another Man; and with great 
Aſſurance have deſir'd the Perſon in his Opinion guilty of em, 


* Anſw. pay. 
49, 50. 


to clear his own Sincerity in, becauſe they carry a ſhrewd Appearance of + , pn. 
very unfair Dealing .] Row. P. A. 


iſt Miſtake is in his Repreſentation of my Words. Mr. B— 


makes me to ſay *,* That Fames had Authority, we ſay that of a * rye. p.106. 


* Biſhop, J. B. that of a Moderator. But here(ſayshe)I muſt beg his 
Pardon, I ſay that of an Apoſtle. Whereas my Words are , 
From all which (i. e. from the Account given in Scripture of 
st. James) we may conclude, that St. James had ſome Autho- 
* rity, we ſay, that of a Biſhop, and we produce the Teſtimo- 
* nies of many Authors; J. Y. ſays only that of a Moderator, 
and produces no Teſtimony but what he calls an Ingenious Con- 
* jeFure of Mr. Baſnage. I appeal to the Eyes and Judgment of 
the Reader, whether, ro ſpeak modeſtly, Mr. B— has nor plainly 
miſtaken in repreſenting my Words, and left out ſomething very 
material. And whereas Mr. B— ſays, But here I muſt beg his 
Pardon, I ſay that of an Apoſtle. I always did belicve it was 
Mr. B—s Opinion that St. Fames was an Apoſtle ; and accora- 
ingly argu'd againſt him, that tho St. james was an 4pe/tle, yet 
he might be, and was Biſhop of Feruſalem : Which Mr. B— po- 
ſitively denying, affirmed in expreſs Words, that St. James was 
not Biſhop, but a © conſtant Præſes or Moderator of the Coil of 
F | 


2 
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preibyters there. This Account he gave of the Ancient Writers 


calling St. James Biſhop of Feruſalem ; but never in his Appendix 


or Poſtſcript prov'd what he ſo confidently affirmed. I deſire him 


now to prove it. | | 

24 Miſtake is in applying what Dr. Barrow hath ſaid concern- 
ing St. Peter to St. James: Whereas Dr. Barrow himſelf poſi- 
tively affirms. the two Caſes to be very different, as I ſhall ſhew 
immediately in his own Words. | | 

If the Reader be pleas'd to look into Mr. B—'s Poſtſcript &, he 
will find, that Mr. E— does with great Pomp and Oftentation 
produce the Arguments whereby Dr. Barrow proves, that St. Peter 
was not Biſhop of Rome, and does at large Tranſcribe *em. Now 
(ſays Mr. B---, bi with an Opinion of the concurring Judgment 


of Dr. Barrow) if St. James was one of the Twelve, or an A- 


* poſtle at all, I muſt ſtill lay tis a Degradation of him, to make 
* him the Biſbop of the Church of any particular City. And be. 
* cauſe theſe Gentlemen are pleas'd to ſlight this Argument as 
© us'd by me, Iwill preſent it to them as enforced by the Reaſons 
of an Author to whom, I ſuppoſe, they both pay a greater Ve- 
* neration, ,2uid dignum tanto, &c, So full of Dr. Barrow's En- 
forcewent of this his 2 — is Mr. B---, that * for Dr. Barrows 


© fake, he beſpeaks Mr. Frs furtber Exerciſe of Patience, Indeed, 


Mr. B---, as your weak Reaſoning formerly did, ſo now your 
unfair and diſingenious Treatment of Dr. Barrow does much more 
provoke my Patience; And I think I may bee (if I may be al- 
low'd to uſe ſuch an Expreſſion) Dr. Barrow's Patience for Mr. B---'s 


fake. Pr ay Mr . B---,read Page 88, 89, of the P ope's Supr or) and 


tell me, does not Dr. Barrow diſown that the Arguments he us d 
in the Cafe of St. Peter, are juſtly applicable to, or have any E- 
vidence or Weight in the Cale of St. James. The Doctor's Words 


are theſe. 
If in Objection to ſome of theſe Diſcourſes, it is alledged, 


9 that St. James our Lord's near Kinſman, alcho.he was an A- 


© poſtle, was made Biſhop of Feruſalem; and that for the like 
© Reaſon St. Peter might afſume the Biſhoprick of Rome; 

I anfwer. - | WT 

© x. It is not certain, that St. James the Biſhop of Feruſalem 
* was an Apoſtle (meaning an Apoſtle of the Primary Rank ;) 
© for Euſebius (the greateſt Antiquary of old Times) doth reckon - 
© him one of the Seventy Diſciples. | | 

* So doth the Author of the Apoſtolical Conſtitution in divers 
places ſuppoſe. | | 

« Hegeſipp 


Mr. J. B-. P oft ſcript. 


© Hegeſippus (that moſt Ancient Hiſtorian) was of the ſame 
© mind, who faith, that there were many of th Name, and that 
0 e did undertake the Church with the Aroſt let. | 
Of the fame Opinion was Epiphanius who faith, that St. James 

© was the Son of Foſeph by another Wife. 

The whole Greek Church doth ſuppoſe the ſame, keeping 
© three diſtin Solemnities for him, and the ewo Apoſtles of the 
© ſame Name. | | | 

© Gregory Nyſſene, St. Hierom, and divers other Ancient Writers, 
© do concur herein, whom we may ſee alledged by Grotius, 
Dr. Hammond, (who themſelves did embrace the ſame Opini- 

on) Valeſius, Blondell, & c. 

* Salmaſius (after his confident manner) faith, Ir & certain that 
© be was not one of the Twelve; I may at leaſt ſay, it is not certain 
© that he was, and conſequently the Objection is grounded on 
© an Uncertainty. 

© 2, Granting that St. Fames was one of the Apoſtles (as ſome 
© of the Ancients ſeem to think, calling him an Apoſtle ; and 
© as divers Modern Divines conceive, grounding chiefly upon 
© theſe Words of St. Paul, But other of the Apoſtles * I none, ſave 
James the Lord's Brother, and taking Apoſtles there in the ſtrict- 
© eſt Senſe) I anſwer, | 

© That the Caſe was peculiar, and there doth appear a ſpe- 
©. cial Reaſon why one of the Apoſtles ſhould be defign'd to make 
© a conſtant Reſidence at Feruſalem, and conſtantly to pron 
© there like a Biſhop. For Feruſalem was the Metropolis, the 


© Fountain, the Centre of the Chriftian Religion, where it had - 


© Birth, where was greateſt matter and occaſion of propagating 
the Goſpel, moſt — diſpoſed to embrace it reſorting thi- 
© ther; where the Church was very numerous, conſiſting, as 
ct. Luke (or St. James in him) doth intimate, of divers Myriads 
* of believing Jews ; whence it might ſeem expedient, that a 
© Perſon of greateſt Authority ſhould be fixed there for the con- 
* firming and improving that Church, together with the Propa- 
© ration of Religion among the People, which reſorted thi- 
by . as the which might induce the Apoſtles to ſettle St. James 
© there, both for diſcharging the Office of an Apoſtle, and the 
* ſupplying the Room of a Biſhop there. . 

© According to him (ſaith Euſebius) The Epiſcopal Throne was 
© committed by the Apoſtles ; or our Lord (faith Epiphanius) did entruſt 
lim with bas own Throne. a 
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© But there was no need of fixing an Apoſtle at other places ; 
© nor doth it appear that any was ſo. fixed; eſpecially 
St. Peter was uncapable of ſuch an Employment, requiring 
* Settlement and conſtant Attendance, who beſide his general 
© Apoſtleſhip had a peculiar Apoſtleſhip of the Iifperſed Fews 
© committed to him; who therefore was much engaged in Tra- 
* vel for Propagation of the Faith, and edifying his Converts 
every where. 14 
3. The great Conſent of the moſt Ancient Writers making 
© St. James not to have been one of the Twelve Apoſtles, it is 
© thence accountable, why (as before noted) St, James was 
© called by ſome Ancient Writers, e Biſhop of Biſhops, the Prince 
© of Biſhops, & c. becauſe he was the firſt Biſhop, of the fit See, 
the Mother Church; the Apoſtles being excluded from the 
**Compariſon. | 
Add to this what Dr. Barrow further ſays concerning St. James 
*, Pope's Supr. being Biſhop of Feruſalem — | | 
p. 71. To the ſame Purpoſe we find the Learned Selden ſpeaking out 
+ Lib. de Sy- of Grotius r. De Facobo Epiſtolæ Canonicæ, &c. i. e. Of Fame, 
ned. 2. cap. 7-* the Author of the Canonical Epiſtle. He it is who was ap- 
7. 337. pointed by the Apoſtles, Prince of the Council of Presbvters 
© at Jeruſalem, that whilſt the Apoſtles Travell'd from Place to 
Place that Council might have a Perſon of Eminency, and for 
© his great Virtues called the Jui, to govern there. | 
Feſiſc. p. 87. © And now (to uſe Mr. B---'s own Words) Mr. B--- may ſee 
© what he will make of his Argument enforced by the Reaſons 
* of an Author whom he ſuppoles [and very juſtly too] I pay a 
greater Veneration than to himſelf. Dr. Barrow aſſerts tis a 
© Degradation of St. Pcter, to make him the Biſhop of the 
Church of any particular City: | I allow thu.] So does he aſ- 
* ſert, *tis a Degradation of St. James to make him the Biſhop 
© of the Church of any particular City. [ Sure, Mr. B—, ju | 
will not ſay this, when the Paſſage I quoted out of Dr. Barrow 
does ſo expreſly declare the contrary, ] Where is the Conſe- 
* quence ? Of this Concluſion there is not one Syllable in 
Dr. Barrew : "Tis wholly Mr. B---'s precarious Aſſertion. Nay, 
tis inconſiſtent with what Dr. Barrow plainly aſſerts concerning 
St. James. So that at Mr. B---'s rate of arguing we may infer, 
that Dr. Parrow aſſerts tis a Degradation of St. Fames, to make 
him a Biſhop of Feruſalem. But the plain Inference that 
_ *-ſhould be drawn from the Paſſage is, that Dr. Barrew never 
* dream'd of any Degradation of St. Fames, by making him Pp. 
80 


© of Jeruſalem. © 
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© So that“ if ever Mr. B— read and conſider'd the Paſſage 1 * Mr. B's 
© quoted out of Dr. Barrow, I cannot excuſe him from the Guilt R, P. 6. 
of downright Falſhood and Prevarication for 'ris not poſſible to | 
produce a more palpable Inſtance of it. If he never conſi- 
* der'd it at all (as I am in Charity inclin'd to believe, becauſe 
the Falſification appears to every Reader at firſt view) he 
© ſhould beware of ſuffering his Ill Will and Prejudice to blind 
© his Judgment ſo far, as to expoſe bimſelf, inſtead of expoſing 
© Mr. F. to the juſt Cenſure of the Publick. | 

[To uſe Mr. B—'s Afology-upon another Occaſion. ] The Reader may 
make * this * to be one of Mr. Fr—'s Scurrilow and Abuſive Reflettionsz * Mr. Bs 
© whereas in Truth thoſe are not Mr. Fr—'s, but Mr. B—s Words, *"&P: 3. 
and are cited by Mr. Fr—as his; and the Book refer'd to inthe 
Margin wherein they are to be found: So that Mr. B, and not 
* Mr. Fr—, is anſwerable for the pretended Scurrility of them. 

Thus have I finiſh'd my Deſign, and Anſwer'd the ſeveral 
particular Arguments which Mr. B— has us'd againſt me in his 
Poſtſcript. It only remains, that I ſay ſomething by way of 
Anſwer to the ſeveral Paſſages Mr. L—- has produced in his 
Peſtſcrizt *, out of Dr. Stilling fleet's Irenicum againſt Epiſcopacy, as Pag. $593» + 
receiv'd and eſtabliſh'd in our Church. And here I ſhall recite [3 73 25 
ſeveral Paſſages in Favour of Epiſcopacy, out of Dr. Stillingfae-s 
Writings, publiſhed many Years after his Irenicum ; from whence 
it will appear that the Doctor did alter hx Fudgment and Opinion 
concerning theſe Matters. 
Io the Author of the Chriſtian Temper, the laſt who appear'd a- 
gainſt the Doctor's Sermon, and who deſign'd to commit the , Oy 
Rector of Sutton F with the Dean of St. Paul's, Dr. Stillingfieet ſays *. os 4 
* The Deſign of that Author is to pick up all the Paſſages he e of Separa-- | 
could meet with (in a Book written twenty Years ſince) with tien, p. 71,72. 
great Tenderneſs towards the Diſſenters, before the Laws were 
© Eſtabliſh'd. As though, as Mr. Cotton once anſwer'd in a like 
_ © Caſe, there were no weighty Argument to be found, but what might 
* be gather d from the weakneſs or unwarineſs of my Expreſſions. And, 
Have you not very well requited the 4whor of that Book for 
the Tenderneſs and Pity he had for you, and the Concern- 
ment he then expreſſed, to have brought your in, upon eaſier 
* Terms than were ſince required? And, Hath he now deſerved 
© this at your Hands, to have them all thrown in his Face, and to 
be thus upbraided with his former Kindneſs ? Is this your Inge- 


4 Note, Dr. Stillingfleet was Refer of Sutton when he wrote his Irenicum. ; 
| | nutty, ; 
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© nuity, your Gratitude, your Chriſtian Temper ? Are you afraid of 
© having too many Friends, that you thus uſe thoſe, whom you 
© once took to be ſuch. : 
* Pref. to, Un- {| And again *] © When you think it reaſonable, that upon 
reaſmableneſs longer Time and farther Conſideration, thoſe Divines of the 
of Sep. P. 7a. © Aſſembly, who then oppoſed Separation, ſhould change their O- 
'© pinions ; Will you not allow one /mgle Perſon, who happen'd 
to Write about theſe Matters when he was very young ; in ten- 
ty Years time of the moſt buſie and thoughtful part of his Life, 
to fee reaſon to alter his Judgment ? But after all this, where- 
© in is it that he hath thus contradicted himſelf ? Is it in the 
© Point of Separation, which is the preſent Buſineſs 2 No, ſo far 
from it, that in that very Book he fpeaks as fully concerning 
* the Unlaufulneß of Separation, as in this Sermon. [ And after- 
Aid. p. 23. wards *.] © Why then do you make ſuch a Stir about other Paſ- 
* ſages in that Book, and take ſo little notice of theſe, which 
* are moſt pertinent and material ? | 

Aid. p. 76. [And again .] © If any thing in the following Treatiſe be 
© found different from the Senſe of that Book, I do intreat them 
to allow me that which J heartily wiſh to them, iz. that in 
© Twenty Years time we may arrive to ſuch maturity of Thoughts, 
© as to ſee reaſon to change our Opinion of ſome things ; and I 
© wiſh I had not Cauſe to add, of ſome Perſons too. | 
From all theſe Expreſſions the Reader may fee what Dr. Stillingfleet's 
Opinion was of hs Irenicum ; the Paſoges following do ſhew bis Fudg- 

ment concerning Epi ſcopacy, as receiv'd in the Eſtabliſh'd Church. 
id. p.5. * © Tt will be very hard to perſwade any confidering Men, 
© that the Chriſtian Church ſhould degenerate fo ſoon, ſo unani- 
© mouſly, ſo univerſally, as it muſt do, if Epiſcopal Government, 
© and the uſe of ſome ſignificant Ceremonies were any parts of that 
Apoſtacy. Will it not ſeem ſtrange to them, that when ſome 
© Human Polities have. preſerved their Fir## Conſtitution ſo long, 
© without any conſiderable Alteration, that the Government in- 
© ſtituted by Chriſt, and ſettled by his Apoſtles, ſhould ſo ſoon af- 
© ter be changed into another kind, and that ſo eafily, ſo inſen- 
© ſibly, that all the Chrifian Churches believed they had ſtill the 
© ſame Government which the Apoſtles left them? Which is a mat- 
© ter.ſo incredible, that, &c. [And afterwards.) © Thoſe who 
© forego the Teſtimony of Antiquity, as all the Oppoſers of the 
© Church of England muſt do, muft unavoidably run into inſupe- 
© rable D#ffculties in dealing with the Papiſts, which the Principles 

of our Church do lead us through, — e 


E 


c 
c 
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| x © Did not Cranmer and Ridley, and Hooper, and Farrar. and ” Pref. to Un- 
© Latimer, all Biſhops of this Church, ſuffer Martyzdom by their Ci. reaſonableneſs 
© e, the Papiſts | Means? Had not they the ſame kind of Epiſcopacy of Sep. P. 9. 
© which is now among us ; and which ſome now are ſo buſie in 
© ſeeking to deſtroy, by publiſhing one Book after another, on 
© purpoſe to repreſent it as unlawful and inconſiſtent with the Pri- 
© mitive Inſtitution ? 

© While Harding, Sanders, and others attacked our Church on one Bd p 14.out 
© {de ; Coleman, Button, Hallingham, Benſon, and others were I Cambden's 
© as buſic on the other ; who, under f 1s of a purer Reformation, op- _ — 
* poſed the Diſcipline, Liturgy, an Calling of our Biſhops, @s approach= a. 
ing too near to the Church of Rome. | ; | 

* © Our Dioceſan Epiſcopacy uc the ſame for Subſtance which was in © Unreaſona= 
© the Primitive Church, ¶ And again t.] © In Cities and Dicceſes which of Se. 
© were under the Care of One Biſhop, there were ſeveral Congrega- + Page 249. 
© tions and Alters, and 475 Places. 

* © That our Charch did believe our Biſhops to ſucceed the 4po- bid. p. 269, 
* fles in thoſe parts [ i. e. Government, Ordination and Cenſures] of 
their Office, I ſhall make appear by theſe things. (1.) In the 
* Preface before the Book of Ordination, it is ſaid, That it s evident 
* unto all Men, diligently reading Holy Scripture, and Ancient Authors, 
that from the Apoſtles time, there have been theſe Orders ef Miniſters in 
* Chriſt*s Church, Biſhops, Prieſts and Deacons, What is the reaſon 
that they expreſs it thus, from the Apoſtles time, rather than in 
© the Apoſtles times; but that they believ'd, while the Apoſtles li- 
* ved, they managed the Affairs of Government themſelves ; 
but as they withdrew, they did in ſome Churches ſooner, and 
© in ſome later, as their own Continuance, the Condition of the 
© Churches, and the Qualification of Perſons were, commit the 
© Care and Government of Churches to ſuch Perſons whom they 
appointed thereto ? Of which, we have an uncontroulable E- 
* vidence in the Inſtances of Timothy and Titus; for the Care of 
© Government was a diſtin& thing from the Office of an Evangeli#t ; 
* and all their Removes do not invalidate this, becauſe while 
the Apoſtles lived, it is probable there were no Biſhops, or but 
© few. But as they went off, ſo they came to be ſettled in their 

* ſeveral Churches, And as this is moſt agreeable to the Senſe of 
© our Church, ſo it is the faireſt Hypotheſis tor reconciling the diffe- 
rent Teſtimonies of Antiquity. For hereby the Succeſſion of Bi- 
© ſhops is ſecured from the Apoſtles times, for which the Teſtimo- 
* nies of Trenæus, Tertullian, St. Cyprian, and others, are ſo plain; 


© hereby room is left to make good all chat St. Ferome hath ſaid j 
"DP fan 
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and what Epipbanius delivers concerning the differing Settle. 
© ments of Churches at firſt. So that we may allow for the Commu- 
© nity of Names, between Biſhop and Presbyter, for a while in the 
© Church, i. e. while the Apoſtles governed the Churches themſelves ; 
but afterwards, that which was then part of the Apoſtolical Office, 
© became the Epiſcopal, which hath continued from that time to 
© this, by a conſtant Succeſſion in the Church. ] Which Dr. Si- 
ling fleet further proves from the Teſtimonies of Arch-Biſhop hit 
| eit, Biſhop Bilſon, King CHARLES the Firſt's Papers, and 
© id. P. apa. ſays * Many other Paſſages might be produced out of thoſe 
Excellent Papers to the ſame purpoſe, but theſe are ſufficient to 
© diſcover that our Biſhops are looked on as Succeſſors to the Apo- 
© ſtles; and therefore Mr. Baxter hath no reaſon to call our E- 
© piſcopacy a new deviſed Species of Churches, and ſuch as deſtroys 
© the being of Parochial Churches, _. Z | 

To theſe Paſſages I ſhall add a few others collected out of the 
Duties and Rights of the Parochial Clergy ; a Book Publiſh'd by 
| BY. 1 about Twenty Years after his Unreaſonableneſs of 
. epararion, 1 6 

Page 8. 0 In ſeveral Places he Li. e. St. Ferome] makes the Biſhops to be Suc- 
©: ceſſors of the Apoſt les, as well as the reſt of the moſt Eminent Fathers 
© of the Church have done. If che Apoſtolical Office, as far as it con- 
cerns the Care and Government of the Churches, were not to 
© continue after their Deceaſe, how came the beſt of the moſt 
© Learned, the neareſt to the Apoſtolical Times, to be ſo won- 
© derfully deceiv d? For if the Biſhops did not ſucceed by the 
© Apoſtles own 3 they muſt be Intruders and Uſurpers 
© of the 3 Function; and can we imagine the Church of 
God would have ſo univerſally conſented to it? Beſides the 
© Apoſtles did not die all at once; but there were Succeſſ;rs in 
* ſeveral of the Apoſtolical Churches, while ſome of the Aroſtles 
were living: Can we again imagine, thoſe would not have 
© vindicated the Right of their own Order, and declared to the 
© Church, That thx Office was peculiar to themſelves ? The 
© Change of the Name from ' Apoſtles to Biſhops, would not have 
been ſufficient Excuſe for them; for the Preſumption had been 
© as great in the Exerciſe of the Power without the Name. So 
that I can ſee no Medium, but that either the Primitive Biſhops 
© did ſucceed the Apoſtles by their own Ame and Approbation, 
* (which Irene expreſly affirms, Qui ab Apoſtolss ipſis inſtituti ſunt 
Epiſcopi in Eccleſiis) or elſe thoſe who governed the Apoſtolical 
Churches after them, out- went Diotrephes himſelf ; for he only 


rejected 
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| t rejected thoſe whom the Apoſtles ſent ; but theſe aſſumed o 


© rhemſelyes the Exerciſe of an Apoſtolical Authority over the 
Churches planted and ſettled by them. | 

| © But to let us ſee how far the . Apoſtles were from thinking 
© that this Part of their Office was} peculiar to themſelves ; we 
© find them in their own time, as they ſaw occaſion, to ap- 
f point others to take care of the Government of the Churches, 
© within ſuch Bounds as 2 thought fit. Thus Timothy was 
5 _ by St. Paul at Epheſus. 


| [Ard again .] © And what was this Power of Ordination and“ Page 8: 


© Turiſdittion, but the very ſame which the Biſhops have exerci- 
© {ed ever ſince the Apoſtles Times? But they who go about to 
© Unbiſhop Timothy and Tita, may as well Unſcripture the Epiſtles 
© that were written to them; and make them only ſome parti- 
© cular and occaſional Writings, as they make Timothy and Tita to 
© have been only ſome particular and occaſional Officers. But the 


© Chriſtian Church preſerving theſe Epiſtles, as of conſtant and 


© perpetual uſe, did thereby ſuppoſe the ſame kind of Office to 


© continue, for the ſake whereof thoſe excellent Epiſtles were 


written: And we have no greater Aſſurance that theſe Epiſtles 

were written by St. Paul, than we have that there were Biſhops 

| ©to ſucceed the Apoſtles in the Care and Government of 
© Churches. l : 


© I have the more willingly given this Collect ion of ſeveral Paſ- 


ſages out of Bp. Stillingfleet's Unreaſonableneſs of Separation, and Du- 
ties and Rights of the Parochial Clergy : wherein he gives hs Opinion 
concerning Epiſcopacy ; partly to invite Mr. B and others to the 
© reading of thoſe. valuable Books, in which the Reader will 
find, that the Biſhop has alter'd hs Opinion concerning Epiſcopacy, 
ſence he wrote hu Trenicum ; and“ partly to put Mr. B— out of 
Countenance with his exceſſive Confidence, when he tells 


us“, ſpeaking of the laſt Paſſage I quoted out of Bp. Stilling-" Poſſe.p -14 


fleet, © Theſe are at the beſt very incautious Expreflions, and 
Mr. Dr— would have better conſulted the Honour of that truly 
* excellent Writer, to have paſs'd them over in Silence. I am 
* ſure what I have now refer'd to in his Irenicum, carries another 
Force and Weight with it; nor do I know that he ever retract- 
* ed that excellent Book: But I am ſure he never refuted the 


umentative Part of it. And his Judgment at the Writing 


of It appears to have been then very Impartial and Unb ale d, 
and becoming the Noble Character he then aſſum'd of a 
Peace-maker. Ms | 
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